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ABSTRACT
A Comparative Study of the Funding Mechanisms for
Community Colleges in the State of
Nevada and Selected States
by
Christopher P. Kelly
Dr. Gerald C. Kops, Examination Committee Chair
Professor of Educational Leadership
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

The purpose of this dissertation was to compare the mechanism utilized by the
State of Nevada to fund its community colleges with the models used by other selected
states to fund their two-year institutions. The comparison states that were chosen
represented peer institutions of Nevada community colleges or systems held in high
regard by the American Association of Community Colleges.
These selected states, as well as Nevada, face difficult fiscal challenges funding
their two-year colleges. Not only is there increasing competition for limited state
resources, but virtually all of the states are projecting budget shortfalls due to the slowing
economy.
Nevada is among the majority of states that continues to use a funding formula to
determine the amount of funds appropriated to community colleges. Currently, Nevada
funds approximately 80% of the formula. This ranks below most of the comparison
iii
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States involved in this study. Community college leaders in Nevada agree that the

formula is not adequately funded.
The guidelines used by the comparison states to fund their two-year colleges were
analyzed with the goal o f improving the funding mechanism for community colleges in
Nevada. The results of the study indicated that two key areas in which Nevada fell below
the other states were access to local tax revenues and tuition rates. Unlike most of the
selected states, Nevada did not use local taxes as a funding source. In addition, Nevada’s
tuition was lower than the average cost for the other community college systems. Both of
these revenue sources offer alternatives for improvement of Nevada’s funding
mechanism.
Aside from the two areas identified above, Nevada community college officials
interviewed asked for changes in the current funding formula. Included in the
recommended revisions were to increase the full-time/part-time faculty funding ratio,
provide enhancements to the instruction formula, and increase funding for technology and
equipment needs.
Community colleges in Nevada are expected to experience continued enrollment
growth and play a prominent role in the economic development of their local
communities. Without increased funding support, the chances for success will be limited.

IV
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
Public colleges and universities in the United States were established in the
1780's, yet state support for these campuses did not occur until after the Civil War. With
the passage o f the Morrill Land Grant Act in 1862, every state created public, taxsupported institutions of higher education (Chambers, 1968). Throughout the twentieth
century to the present, the bulk of state support has come from state appropriations. In
conjunction with this trend, the combination of state economic problems, growing
competition from K-12 education, health care and criminal justice, and the demand for
greater, higher education accountability has caused state leaders to reexamine the funding
processes for public higher education (Center for Community College Policy Education
Commission of the States [ECS], 2000).
Another critical related issue to the analysis of higher education funding
mechanisms is the allocation of available state funds among institutions. Every state
should have a funding process that is fiscally responsible and allocates state resources
consistent with the state’s vision of higher education institution responsibilities. This
assumes the funding mechanism must provide funding for continuing programs and
expansion, as well as resources for new programs. Due to their mix o f origins and
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broadly varied patterns of governance and support, the financial challenge appears even
more acute for community colleges.
Historically, community colleges have depended upon a mixed fimding base.
Important shifts have taken place since the beginning of the twentieth century when local
taxes paid for almost all of the support of two-year institutions. By the 1990’s, local
support funding decreased significantly, and state support jumped to approximately one
half of the sources of revenue for two-year colleges. Tuition and fees along with the
federal government and other sources represented the remaining funding support.
Currently, state community college systems are evenly divided between reliance on local
tax funds and state legislative appropriations. Although eighteen state systems do not
receive any local support funding, every state has at least some level of state
appropriation. In addition, due to tax limitation efforts in several states as well as the
need for increased funding, the trend has been for the states to assume greater
responsibility for community college budget costs (ECS, 2000).
Prior to 1940, most higher education institutions served a limited, homogenous
population. After World War H, enrollments began to climb, and state policymakers
expanded campus missions to meet the needs of the citizemy. Due to these changes
along with the inability of states to generate sufficient revenues to keep pace with the
growth, it became increasingly difficult to allocate funds among competing institutions.
Consequently, the need arose for a mechanism that would distribute state resources
objectively, justify campus budget requests, and make it easier to draw comparisons
among the various colleges. According to J. D. Millet (1974), states started using
formulas as a systematic way of handling the financing of institutions that were different
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in ternis of size, clientele, location, and mission. The most important goal in the
development of funding formulas was to achieve equity in the distribution of state funds.
Public higher education funding is a complex process in any state system, and
formulas continue to be the major budget devices used to build funding requests and
allocate funds among institutions. More than half of the states, including Nevada, use
some type of funding formula to fund higher education. The two most commonly utilized
formula approaches are the all-inclusive approach, where one calculation determines the
total allocation for a budget area, and the itemized approach, where two or more
calculations are used in each area. Most states use the second computational approach.
Initially, funding formulas were created as a simple methodology to objectively distribute
public monies in a logical and fair manner, but because of the many differences among
institutional missions, disparate public needs, and the abilities of colleges to meet their
established goals, formulas have become increasingly complex. Consequently, there is no
one formula fits all or perfect formula, and questions persist as to whether the current
higher education formulas appropriately address the range of needs of academic
programs, facilities, and their support functions (McKeown, 1996).
Funding for higher education in Nevada has been an important issue of concern
since the establishment of the University and Community College System of Nevada in
1968. In order to provide a more equitable and effective system of allocating resources,
the Board of Regents and Chancellor endorsed a strategy of using formula budgeting. A
20:1 full-time equivalent (FTE) student-faculty ratio funding formula (a full-time
equivalent undergraduate student takes 15 credits per semester for funding purposes) was
implemented by the governor and legislature in 1971. To calculate student FTE, the total
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credits in which students enroll during a semester is divided by fifteen. This 20:1 model
existed until 1986 when a legislative study committee recommended that additional areas
of the University of Nevada (UNS) budget outside of instruction be fimded based on
formulas (MGT of America, Inc., 1999). State lawmakers directed the committee to
compare the existing ftmding method of higher education in Nevada with methods used
in other states to determine if they would be appropriate and useful in Nevada. As a
result of its review, the committee recommended formula expansion to include support
services, and also requested enrichment of the instruction formula for specialized
programs and changes in the student-faculty ratios for System institutions. For the 1986
formula, the Legislature approved regular instmction student-faculty ratios of 21:1 for the
universities. Northern Nevada Community College (Great Basin College), and Western
Nevada Community College. The ratio for Trackee Meadows Community College and
Clark County Community College (Community College of Southern Nevada) was set at
23:1. The added support function formulas included the categories of student services,
academic support, library acquisitions, institutional support, and plant operation and
maintenance (McKeown, 1996).
Since formulas were first adopted in Nevada to present day, they have never been
fully funded. Over the past several bienniums, the Nevada legislature has funded the
instruction, operations and maintenance formulas at 100%, but given a lesser percentage
to the other support functions due to lack of revenues. This has caused the gap in funding
these support areas to continue to widen. Thus, the institutions which have experienced
the biggest growth, namely Community College of Southern Nevada (CCSN) and the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV), have experienced greater relative under
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funding of these budget support formulas. To investigate and identify “inequities”
between the growth campuses in Southern Nevada and those in the northern part of the
State, a national research firm, MGT of America, was commissioned to conduct a funding
analysis of UCCSN institutions. A summary of the findings from the MGT funding
equity study determined that both CCSN and UNLV were underfunded according to
comparisons with similar national public institutions. The required equity adjustment for
CCSN’s FY 1999 State appropriated budget was SI5.2 million, and UNLV needed an
equity adjustment of S7.6 million (MGT of America, Inc., 1999). Based on the
conclusions of the study done by the consulting firm, UCCSN Regents approved the
allocation of nearly $12 million of estate tax funds to partially offset the budget shortfall
in the 1999-2001 biennium. To further address the problem o f funding higher education,
the Nevada legislature, in 1999, approved a study of the existing (1986) formulas to
ascertain whether any changes were necessary (University and Community College
System of Nevada [UCCSN], 1999).
Six State legislators, three UCCSN regents, the two university foundation
presidents, a representative of the Nevada Faculty Alliance, UNLV President, UNR
President, Nevada State College Founding President, and State Department of
Administration Director comprised the 2000 Committee to Study the Funding o f Higher
Education. There was no community college representative on this committee. The
group’s task was to compare the current method of funding higher education in Nevada
with the methodology used in other states to determine what would be most appropriate
for Nevada. In their efforts to redefine the funding formulas, the Committee was also to
ensure that the new formulas would be equitable to all System institutions. For purposes
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of the study, two independent consultants were hired to provide detailed explanations of
methodologies used in other states, and to identify peer groups for the seven UCCSN
institutions (“Legislative Commission,” 2000).
Upon receiving input from the System Office, institutions, and reports from the
consultants and other staff. Committee findings were presented at the 2001 session of the
Nevada Legislature. Key formula recommendations that were adopted included a matrix
approach for the instruction budget modeled after Connecticut’s methodology, a hold
harmless clause and an equipment plan. The matrix is a multi-tiered cell form that allows
for differentiation in funding due to complexity of programs, level o f cost, and mission.
This distribution of courses within the matrix is referred to as a “taxonomy,” and is used
to fund the instruction budget. It utilizes different student to faculty funding ratios for the
various levels of instmction and levels of discipline. The levels of instmction are high,
medium, low cost and clinical. Lower division, upper division, master’s, and doctorate
are included in the levels of discipline. Higher levels of instmction or higher discipline
costs result in lower student to faculty ratios which receive greater funding.
Differentiation in mission is also reflected in the ratios which receive greater funding.
Great Basin, for example, offers a limited number of baccalaureate programs which
receive increased funding because of the higher level of instmction.
Realizing that the State would likely not be able to fully fund the new formulas,
the hold harmless clause would permit individual institutions to keep their base funding
levels whenever formula funds were not made available. Through the use of equal
funding percentages applied to all institutions within the System, each institution would
receive the same percentage of the total budget allocated by the Legislature. A
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mechanism was also provided that would allow State operating budgets to purchase new
and replacement equipment. Institutional budget priorities were not included in the
enhancements to the funding formula (“Legislative Commission,” 2000).
Nevada is no different than any other state in feeling the pressures of how to fund
higher education. Each of the seven institutions that presently comprise the University
and Community College System of Nevada is unique, and varies in terms of programs
offered, enrollment, campus size, population served, and stated mission.
Correspondingly, the State’s current funding formula does recognize differences in
mission and program, and large disparities remain in the funding levels of UCCSN
institutions. Much of the disparity can be attributed to the State’s decision not to fully
fund the formulas which has especially hurt those campuses which have high growth rates
(MGT of America, Inc., 1999).
The level of funding has been a function of the availability of state revenues, as
well as political judgements and preferences of the Governor’s Office and the Nevada
Legislature. State support of higher education has declined in each legislative session as
a percentage of the total budget largely due to the ever-increasing demands of health care
and social services along with the needs of K-12 education. The Governor has
recognized that maintaining the current tax structure will result in significant deficits and
has appointed a commission to offer solutions to address the looming crisis. The
Governor’s Task Force on Tax Policy will examine the State’s tax structure, and its work
is expected to be the basis of a tax reform package that will be proposed during the 2003
Legislature.
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Statement of the Problem
The financial challenge is indeed evident for Nevada’s community colleges based
on continued enrollment growth and the expectation that these two-year institutions will
assume an increased role in several important policy initiatives ranging from economic
development to welfare reform. This trend, combined with a climate of low tuition and
little or no private donations to supplement appropriations, has made it increasingly
difficult for these campuses to meet budgeted needs. The current tax structure has failed
to yield revenues sufficient to fund institutional funding formulas. Therefore, a key issue
is whether or not Nevada’s funding formulas provide the necessary financial resources to
allow each of the State’s four community colleges to fulfill their stated mission. In
addition to the adequacy of the revenue base, another critical issue is ensuring an
equitable distribution of State monies among the higher education institutions in the
Nevada System.
The purpose of this study is to compare mechanisms used by the State of Nevada
to fund its community colleges with the mechanisms used by other selected states to
finance their two-year schools. To aid the analysis, the comparison states that were
chosen represent systems that are highly regarded by the American Association of
Community Colleges or identified as peer institutions.
The following research questions will guide the inquiry of the study:
1.

How does Nevada’s fimding mechanism for community colleges compare
to the means (formula, or other guidelines) used by other selected states to
fund public two-year institutions?
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2.

Are there strategies or funding devices employed in these other states that
offer models or guidelines for improvement of the UCCSN formulas?

Conceptual Framework
Funding mechanisms for public higher education are complex in any given state
or system. Each has its own set of circumstances, history, and traditions. A majority of
governing boards and state lawmakers have endorsed a policy of formula budgeting in
conjunction with a program budgeting system as the most effective means of allocating
resources for higher education. Formulas were developed to provide a rational, equitable
method to distribute state funds. Eleven of the fourteen states involved in this
comparative study use a funding formula to determine appropriations. Other states rely
on legislative hearings or deliberations in consideration of higher education board
recommendations. Understanding the process used in each state to appropriate funds is
critical to understanding how each state finances its community colleges.
The central theme of this research was to study the application of funding
formulas for community colleges in the State of Nevada and compare and contrast the
Nevada approach with highly regarded systems and peer instructions. The comparison
will identify various approaches and patterns concerning public two-year college funding
methods and procedures.

Research Design and Methodology
This comparative study will utilize historical research methodology. Data will be
gathered from a variety of sources including government documents, interviews.
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consultants’ reports, committee minutes, books, journals, and periodicals. Interviews will
be conducted with community college budget officers and/or administrators who had
firsthand knowledge of funding and the associated issues faced by the respective
institutions. Among the other major sources of information relied upon will be an MGT
UCCSN funding equity study, Nevada legislative committee reports on the funding of
higher education. National Association of State Business Offices reports, and an
Education Commission of the States funding survey. In addition to the sources
mentioned above, statistical analysis will be included for comparison purposes, as well as
a representative example of a Nevada community college budget.

Significance of the Study
Public higher education financial issues continue to change rapidly, and it is
becoming increasingly difficult for policy makers and educators to keep up with changes
in practices and market conditions in the efforts to develop effective funding strategies.
In addition, the capacity of funding formulas to allocate sufficient state monies equitably
to public colleges and universities remains an important concern among the states that
still use formulas. The challenge of obtaining adequate funding for the public institutions
has worsened because of the increasing competition from other parts of the State
government along with the scarcity of available financial resources. Consequently, it is
imperative for the collective future of higher education institutions that funding models
are created which will preserve and improve educational quality, and at the same time,
accommodate this ever-changing environment.
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This study will provide comparison data to assist in the assessment and
development of improved funding models. Previous studies have not addressed
community college funding specifically, but rather have taken a more global system
approach to analyzing higher education financing issues.

Limitations or Delimitations
This study was limited to the period of history of funding of Nevada community
colleges from 1971 through 2001. Only the most recent available budget data for
community colleges from selected states was included as a basis of comparison with
Nevada. For purposes of the research, applicable information was presented from the
following states: California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Michigan, Nevada, North
Carolina, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. These
comparison states were chosen because their community college systems were identified
as peer institutions of Nevada community colleges or are highly regarded by the
American Association of Community Colleges for support of public two-year institutions.
Another limitation of the study was that the interviews were conducted with a
small number of individuals which represented a particular frame of reference. Since the
subjects of the interviews were community college financial officers and a UCCSN
official, it is important to realize that some of the community college data presented
reflects a particular viewpoint.
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Definition of Tenns
Academic support. Category that represents all academic activities that directly
support instruction. This functional area includes the Vice President of Academic
Affairs, Deans, library operations, media, and technology (Legislative Commission of the
Legislative Counsel Bureau State of Nevada, 1986).
Auxiliary enterprises. Outside activities engaged in by the institution which are
not part of the basic mission and are usually not funded by the state (National Association
College and University Business Officers, 1988).
Base budget. Program expenditures that comprise existing budget, represents
starting point for building future biennial budget (University and Community College
System of Nevada, 1996).
Classified support positions. For community colleges, one classified position is
budgeted for every five faculty positions. This figure is multiplied by the legislatively
approved grade/step for new classified positions and corresponding salary (Legislative
Conunission of the Legislative Counsel Bureau State of Nevada, 1986).
Equitv. To provide state appropriations to each of the colleges according to its
needs (Millett, 1974).
Formula or formula budgeting. A mathematical representation of the amount of
institutional resources or expenditures considered as a whole or by program, and serves as
a systematic method of linking expenditures with program information (University and
Community College System of Nevada, 1996).
FTE (full-time équivalent). A student enrolled for 30 credits per year. The
current formula is based on the number of full-time equivalent students enrolled or
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projected to be enrolled at each campus (Legislative Commission of the Legislative
Counsel Bureau State of Nevada, 1986).
Head count. Unduplicated number of students enrolled as of official census date
(National Center for Higher Education Management Systems, 1980).
Institutional support. Category that represents activities related to the general
executive and administrative offices that serve the institution as a whole. This functional
area includes the president’s office, business services, human resources, and campus
security (Legislative Commission of the Legislative Counsel Bureau State of Nevada,
1986).
Instruction. Category that includes all expenditures for credit and noncredit
courses, for academic, vocational, technical, and remedial instmction, and for regular,
special, and extension sessions. Excluded are expenditures for academic administration
when the primary assignment is administration (Legislative Commission of the
Legislative Counsel Bureau State of Nevada, 1986).
Matrix. A multi-tiered form consisting of three rows and four colunms of studentto-faculty ratios used to represent the different cost levels for instmctional programs.
These ratios are utilized for the funding of community college faculty FTE (Committee to
Study the Funding of Higher Education, 2000).
Mission. Long term directions of an institution (system) that guides program
development, priorities setting, and funding requests (University and Community College
System of Nevada, 1996).
Operating budget. Combination of programs, revenues, and expenditures that is
approved by the Board, and Executive and Legislative branches. Excludes federal grants.
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contracts, financial aid, and private gifts (University and Community College System of
Nevada, 1996).
Operation and maintenance of plant. Category that represents all activities related
to administration, maintenance, and custodial care of the physical plant, grounds, and
utilities (Legislative Commission o f the Legislative Counsel Bureau State of Nevada,
1986).
Program. Functional category or budget area into which expenditures are placed
according to the purpose costs were incurred (University and Community College System
of Nevada, 1996).
Student/faculty ratio. This ratio determines the number of full-time faculty
authorized based on the FTE student enrollment projected at each campus. The number
o f faculty positions is determined by dividing the number o f FTE students by the
authorized student/faculty ratio (Legislative Commission of the Legislative Counsel
Bureau State of Nevada, 1986).
Student services. Category that represents all activities related to students outside
the classroom. This functional area includes admissions and records, counseling,
financial aid, student activities, and student organizations (Legislative Commission of the
Legislative Counsel Bureau State of Nevada, 1986).
University and Communitv College Svstem of Nevada (UCCSNl. System for
public higher education institutions in the State of Nevada consists of University of
Nevada, Reno (UNR), University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV), Nevada State College
(NSC), Community College of Southern Nevada (CCSN), Great Basin College (GBC),
Tmckee Meadows Community College (TMCC), Western Nevada Community College
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(WNCC), and the Desert Research Institute (DRI) (Legislative Commission of the
Legislative Counsel Bureau State of Nevada, 2000).
Wage position support. Wage positions represent hourly employees, many of
whom are students. A dollar amount is provided per faculty position (Legislative
Commission of the Legislative Counsel Bureau State of Nevada, 1986).

Summary
Nevada utilizes a formula budgeting system to fund all of its public higher
education institutions. These formulas are supposed to serve as a guide for allocating
needed financial resources to each campus, but have never been fully fimded due to
insufficient state revenues and the political decisions of the executive and legislative
branches of State government. Therefore, community colleges in Nevada, as well as the
public universities, continue to face difficult fiscal challenges to fulfill their respective
missions. Perhaps there is a means to improve Nevada’s system of funding higher
education through a comparison of funding methodology used in other selected states. By
identifying successful strategies employed in other states to fund community colleges
along with analyzing the funding history and current political climate in Nevada, this
study should provide State leaders with valuable insights in the search for an effective
and sound system for financing public higher education.
Chapter one introduced the study presented a statement of the problem, research
questions, conceptual framework, research design and methodology, significance of the
study, limitations, definition of terms, and summary. Chapter two is a review of the
related literature. Chapter three explains the research methodology and data description.
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Chapter four includes an analysis of the data, while Chapter five focuses on conclusions,
a summary of the information derived firom the research, and recommendations for
further study.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
From the beginning of the twentieth century to present day, major shifts have
occurred in the sources of funding support for community colleges. Some two-year
colleges began as extensions of public high schools. Others arose out of vocational
training programs, and many more opened up to allow greater, higher education access
for World War II veterans. Due to these varied origins along with influences of the local
community, many differences have resulted in the governance and support of two-year
institutions. Although community colleges have historically relied upon a mixed funding
base, every state community college system receives state appropriations. In addition, a
majority o f states still receive support from a local tax levy, usually derived from property
taxes, to finance their public two-year colleges (Education Commission of the States
Center for Community College Policy [ECS], 2000).
Funding formulas for public higher education have been utilized for more than
fifty years as a means to allocate state funds in a rational and equitable manner.
Nevada is among the twenty-nine states which utilize a funding formula for allocating
appropriated funds to community colleges (ECS, 2000). The ability of Nevada’s
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community colleges tc successfully respond to the varied needs of its changing clientele
will continue to be directly linked to state funding. State economic problems and
competing state priorities have made it increasingly difficult to fund higher education
institutions even at existing budget levels, and additional funding is critical to the
fulfillment of the respective missions of Nevada’s community colleges.

Formula Funding
Caruthers et al. (1994) define formulas as quantitative statements which prescribe
how to develop a funding request or a means for allocating funds among institutions and
are considered the most widely used budget-building methods for public higher
education. The objectives of formulas are to provide adequate funding, allocate funds
equitably, and add stability and consistency to funding levels. There are also non
mathematical decisions that are part of the funding process. Examples include issues
such as whether to fund aimual expenditures at last year’s actual cost (e.g., utilities),
which credit hours are counted in the formula, rules on how to apply the formula, and
what to do when the appropriation is less than the request. Although these decisions are
routine in the funding process, they are not part of the formula. According to Caruthers
(1994), the funding process includes both the methods utilized to build the budget and the
rules which govern their use. Characteristics of the funding processes vary firom state to
state attributed to different utilization and scope (institution versus systemwide) of the
formula method (Caruthers et al., 1994).
Many states began to use formulas after World War II as an objective, systematic
means of funding the nation’s growing number of diverse institutions serving several
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differing constituencies. As the scope and mission of colleges continued to expand and
change, it became increasingly difficult to allocate resources equitably among the various
competing schools. In addition, state revenues did not keep pace with the increasing
enrollments of higher education, and consequently, the competition for state resources
grew even greater. Due to the diversity of the campuses, a method was needed that would
distribute available monies objectively, justify expenditures to appease lawmakers, and
provide a procedure to compare institutions.
The most important factor motivating formula development was to achieve equity
in funding. Mille# (1974) wrote that the goal of equity was to allocate state funds to each
institution according to campus needs. Reaching an equitable solution for distributing
resources necessitated a funding formula that considered the size, location, clients, and
mission of the individual college (McKeown, 1996).
Allocating adequate funds to institutions has proved to be a tougher objective to
achieve. Even where campuses offer similar programs, what may satisfy the needs o f one
school would be inadequate for the other campus because the client base is different. A
college located in a rural region, for example, would serve a different constituency than a
campus near a large, meUopolitan area. No two campuses are ever the same, and each
state offers a variety of higher education choices for its citizens (e.g., land-grant colleges,
state colleges, community colleges, technical schools). Consequently, trying to develop
the “perfect formula” has become more and more complex due to differences in the
missions of institutions and the abilities of institutions to perform their respective
missions (McKeown, 1996).
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Formulas have continued to evolve over the years and helped to provide a series
of compromises among campuses, state agencies, and state budget officers. While each
institution has sought its own autonomy, governing boards and state budget officials have
demanded the information and accountability necessary to maintain control over the
financial resources. In the majority of states, the trend in formula development has been
toward improvement of the process, more detail and reliability in the requested
information, and better defined programs and activities. States have also continued to
study the successful methods used in other states for possible adoption in the effort to
preserve resources. Alabama, for example, decided to use formulas developed by Texas
(the first state to use higher education funding formulas) and adapt it according to
Alabama’s specific circumstances. The adaption of the methods used in another state is
often preferred to the time and cost necessary for a state to perform its own cost study
(McKeown, 1996).
According to Miller (1964), the following standards should be met to have an
effective formula:
“Formula development should be flexible. Formulas should be used for
budget development, not budget control. Formulas should be related to
quantifiable factors. Data should be consistent among institutions.
Normative data should reflect local and national trends. The formula
should be useful to institutions, boards, other state agencies, and the
legislature (p. 7).”
To develop the most effective means of allocating resources for higher education,
governing boards and state lawmakers have widely endorsed a policy of formula
budgeting in conjunction with a program budgeting system. Program budgeting divides
the budget into subcategories identified as functions or programs which have budgeted
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expenditures. Each program represents an activity or cluster of activities either
performed by the same type of employee or provides a similar service to students. Each
category of service represents a major goal or mission of the institution. Such a
budgeting system helps to see where the money is being spent, measures growth, and
allows for comparisons with other programs. The National Association of College and
University Business Officers (NACUBO) classifies programs into the following major
categories or budget areas:
• Instruction
• Research
• Public Service
• Academic Support
• Student Services
• Institutional Support
• Operation and Maintenance of Plant
• Scholarships and Fellowships
• Auxiliary Enterprises
Most states distribute funds based on these criteria except for auxiliary
enterprises, which is typically not state funded. Auxiliary enterprises provide goods or
services to students, faculty, staff, and the general public. They are run as self-supporting
activities and typically charge a fee. Examples include intercollegiate athletics, residence
halls, college stores, and food services (National Association of Colleges and University
Business Officers [NACUBO], 1999). Special needs, as determined by the mission of
each institution, cause changes to be made in the formula amounts. Another key

R eproduced w ith perm ission o f the copyright owner. F urther reproduction prohibited w itho ut perm ission.

22

consideration is that formula funding will probably be reduced in cases where the total
state budget does not have sufficient funds available to meet state priorities (McKeown,
1996).
In most states, formulas are itemized utilizing different calculations for each
functional category. Once the computational approach has been determined, base factors
are used to make the formula calculation. Full-time equivalent (FTE) students or credit
hours are widely used bases for the instruction, academic support, and institutional
support budget areas. Operation and plant maintenance utilizes square footage or
acreage, whereas headcounts are the most prevalent base for student services and
scholarships and fellowships. Formula differentiation may also occur among academic
departments, lower division and upper division, or types of institutions (community
colleges, baccalaureate degree institutions, research universities). This differentiation in
cost is often attributed to such reasons as economies of scale, instructional method, and
class size. Differences are much more likely in the funding of instmctional programs
than in other budget areas (McKeown, 1996).
Instruction comprises the most costly and complex part o f an institution’s total
budget. Included in this area are all expenditures for both credit and noncredit classes,
except academic administration (NACUBO, 1988). As an example of the complexity of
the instructional budget, every state differentiates in funding formulas for various
activities within the program to account for differences in level of instruction, teaching
method, and academic disciplines. McKeown (1996) noted that states have tried to
allocate resources equitably through recognizing the equality of credit courses by level
and discipline, as well as differences in institutional missions (e.g., universities.
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community colleges). Consequently, most states use an itemized approach (apply more
than one formula in the program area) rather than an all-inclusive approach (one formula
determines the total allocation for the program area) in the instruction category. As a
result, each state institution within a system will likely receive varying amounts for
instruction as well as on a per student basis from the formulas. These differences in
resource allocation contribute to vertical equity (unequal funding of equals) among
institutions. Vertical equity ensures that different programs and institutions will be
funded at different levels. In other words, student/faculty ratios vary in the formula
according to level and discipline. An instruction formula example is given below:
Instruction funding equals the sum of number of faculty positions per discipline
multiplied by average faculty salary for that discipline. Number o f faculty positions
determined by student/faculty ratios and number of FTE students determined by credit
hours by level.
The academic support category deals with expenditures to fund support for
instruction, research, and public service. It includes expenses for libraries, museums,
media, technology, academic deans, and curriculum development (NACUBO, 1988).
Typically, academic support funding is based on a percentage of instructional costs.
Institutional support covers expenditures for executive management, business services,
human resources, and other support services (NACUBO, 1988). Among the methods
used for institutional support formulas are calculations based on credit hours or headcount
students.
Expenditures for operations and maintenance, utilities, landscape, and repairs can
be found in the plant category (NACUBO, 1988). Here, both horizontal and vertical
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equity features are achieved in the budget formulas. On the one hand, the same dollars
are distributed for equal parts of the physical plant which is an example of horizontal
equity because there is equal funding of equals. At the same time, there are variances
among buildings that are also evident due to unequal expenses for utilities and
maintaining each building. This is classified as vertical equity. Simple budget formulas
for plant funding generally contain factors relating to space considerations (McKeown,
1996).
Student services formulas allocate funds for admissions offices, student activities,
counseling, testing, and financial aid administration. These expenditures are designed to
help the student’s emotional, intellectual, and social development outside the classroom
(NACUBO, 1988). Some states base funding in this functional area according to
economies of scale which has the effect of reducing the rate per student as the
institution’s enrollment increases (McKeown, 1996).
The remaining budget categories that may utilize formulas include the areas of
scholarships/grants, public service, and research. The scholarships category contains
costs for awards, grants, and tuition and fee waivers (NACUBO, 1988). Public service
includes expenses for activities that provide non instructional services to individuals and
groups outside the institution, while the research category encompasses expenditures
created to produce research outcomes (NACUBO, 1988).
Despite its long history of use in higher education, funding formulas continue to
be surrounded by controversy as to whether or not it is an effective means of allocating
state resources. Formulas are not only becoming more complex, some states have begun
to replace formulas with performance measures and other accountability methods
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designed to judge institutional productivity. This complexity can be seen in the current
trend of adding formulas within a program area (e.g., instruction), as well as the
differentiation within the formulas. States have responded to the different missions of
institutions and the inherent disparity among program costs by developing more
sophisticated approaches in the budget allocation process (McKeown, 1996).
Another recent trend is the move toward incremental budgeting in lieu of formula
budgeting. Due to the decreasing state support of higher education, some states have
started to use an incremental approach to ensure that each institution’s base budget is
protected with little or no restrictions. Formulas, in contrast, are a zero-based
methodology in which each campus must justify its annual state budget request.
Preservation of the base is especially critical when enrollment goes down or program
costs change. Because formulas were initially created to provide an equitable allocation
of state funds, the switch by some states away from formulas has raised questions
whether the objectives of accountability and efficiency are now more important than
adequacy and equity. In addition, the goal of maintaining the base budget is greatly
influenced by public opinion. McKeown (1996) points out that the media is often very
critical of higher education. This only serves to give those policy makers who want
educational reform added ammunition, and at the same time, makes it more difficult for
institutions to gain public support. Consequently, there is increasing pressure on higher
education institutions to reorganize, to develop new strategic plans, restructure their
budgets, become more efficient, and improve quality. Based on the movement to
productivity measures and greater accountability, colleges and universities are expected to
run themselves more like a business. Odden and Clime (1995) have asked for an
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overhaul of education finance to achieve productivity and accountability objectives. They
believed that restructuring school finance and the way teachers are compensated will lead
to greater student achievement and more productive educational systems. In 1995,
fourteen states reported that were using productivity funding for higher Education
(McKeown, 1996).
Due to the wide range of differences among institutions and their missions, there
is no “perfect” formula that will solve the resource allocation issues in higher education.
Formulas are designed to provide an objective and fair means of allocating funds to each
institution yet continue to be dependent on the subjectivity of the political process.
Public higher education’s ability to maintain and improve its level of funding necessary to
meet the many challenges that lie ahead will depend upon how successful it is in this
political arena (McKeown, 1996).

Funding of Public Community Colleges
The use of state appropriations to fund public colleges and universities began after
the Civil War. Due to the passage of the Morrill Land Grant Act in 1862, state
lawmakers throu^out the nation created tax-supported, public higher education
institutions. Traditionally, community colleges (most of which were established after
World War H) have received the bulk of their financial support firom either state
legislative appropriations or local tax funds. At least some state appropriated monies
help fund public community colleges in every state. A majority of states utilize formulas
to determine the amounts appropriated (ECS, 2000).
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A survey conducted in July 2000 by the Education Commission of the States
(ECS) indicated that there are two major methods used to allocate state appropriations to
community colleges: (1) a funding formula developed by the legislature or higher
education governing board, and (2) legislative hearings held to consider board
recommendations. According to the ECS survey, twenty-nine states use a formula
method for appropriations, whereas fifteen states do not use a funding formula. The
formula states are Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas,
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachuset, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. Nonformula states include Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Idaho,
Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Maine, Mississippi, Rhode Island, Virginia, and Washington.
Appropriated funds allocated to community colleges are identified in the state
budget as either one consolidated appropriation for all state community colleges, part of
the total appropriation for higher education, or an individual appropriation for each
college. A single consolidated appropriation for all state community colleges is used in
twenty-four states. Included in this group are Alabama, Alaska, California, Colorado,
Cormecticut, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. Twelve states (Arizona,
Arkansas, Florida, Indiana, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, New
Mexico, Tennessee, Texas, and Utah) allocate appropriations to individual institutions,
and the remaining eight states (Georgia, Kansas, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode
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Island, Vermont, and West Virginia) include community colleges within the total higher
education budget (ECS, 2000).
The two primary uses for state funding formulas are to either determine the total
appropriation for community colleges known as pre-appropriation, or indicate how funds
are allocated to individual institutions. The latter are referred to as post-appropriation.
States may utilize formulas to determine system appropriations, institutional allocations
or a combination of both uses. In addition, the process by which formulas are developed
and changed may tell a great deal about where the financial decision-making power
resides in a given state (ECS, 2000).
Enrollment, space utilization, and peer comparisons are the three major factors
that help drive state funding formulas for community colleges. Student enrollment in a
program, for example, typically determines the number of faculty positions funded for
that area. One driver or a combination of drivers may be used. In most states, emollment
is identified as the key component in the funding formula. Many states base the formula
on actual enrollment from the previous year while only a few states determine the
appropriation through projected enrollments. Additional drivers that may be used for
funding formulas include institution performance measures (e.g., graduation rates, student
retention, job placement), assessed valuations, college costs, tuition revenues, support
level per FTE, property tax factors, addition o f space, library acquisitions, equipment
inventory, utilities, and facility size among others. Regardless of the mechanism, there is
great variation as to what extent the state legislatures actually fund the formula (ECS,
2000 ).
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Community colleges have fewer resources than universities, and close to 85% of
the average community college budget involves expenditures for salaries. Consequently,
financial incentives and disincentives have far greater impact on two-year institutions.
This has especially affected those programs which require high cost equipment or lab
classrooms versus a less expensive lecture course (ECS, 2000).
Over the years a tremendous change has developed in the sources of fimding
support for community colleges. Local support for two-year colleges has decreased firom
94% in 1918 to less than 20% in 1992. During the same time, state support increased
fi-om zero to 46%, and student tuition went fi’om 6% to 20% of the total revenue sources
(Cohen & Brawer, 1996). Among the factors contributing to this shift in financial
support were initiatives to limit property taxes in several states along with questions
raised whether less-populated, poorer districts could adequately fimd local colleges. In
the 1990's, property tax limitation efforts have been initiated in Arizona, California,
Colorado, Hawaii, Illinois, Oregon, and Washington (Cohen & Brewer, 1996). Without
these local tax revenues, the trend in recent decades has moved toward more state support
and tuition increases to meet budget requirements. Currently, twenty-six states depend on
local tax revenues for funding, whereas eighteen states do not have access to local tax
base revenues. The sources utilized for local tax base revenues include local property tax,
city or county sales tax, utility taxes, redevelopment funds, payroll taxes, private gifts,
revenue and general obligation construction bonds, privilege taxes, occupational
assessment taxes, income taxes, and motor vehicle taxes.
Enrollment has continued to increase dramatically at public two-year institutions.
Between 1965 and 1996, enrollment increased 400% (National Profile of Community
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College, 2000). Meanwhile, funding concerns have arisen due to the decline in local
support and the ever-increasing competition for limited state monies. One of the major
issues regarding enrollment funding is the question of the student’s share of the cost to
attend a community college. The federal government and several states have initiated
programs to allow a college education to be more available to everyone. In 1997, the
Taxpayer Relief Act was signed into law. This legislation provided a federal tax credit
program known as the Hope Scholarship. A major objective of the tax credit was to
create an opportunity for students to receive at least two years of a college education.
Several states have also developed their own merit programs to help students attend
college. However, most of these financial aid programs have been merit-based rather
than need-based, and provide no direct benefit to nontraditional and part-time students.
Although all states must report student full-time emollment (FTE), there are many
alternative definitions of FTE. A total of thirty-seven states uses 30 annualized credit
hours to equal one FTE. These states included Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,
Colorado, Cormecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nebraska, Nevada, New
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Termessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, and West Virginia. For the
remaining thirteen states, definitions of FTE vary from 24 credit hours to 32 credit hours.
Oregon reported that 510 contact hours equal one FTE. Average expenditure per
annualized student FTE ranged firom SI3,292 (Maine) to 52,902 (Hawaii). The amount
of state support per FTE also varied greatly. According to the 2000 ECS survey, a wide
disparity existed among states as to the percentage of community college operating funds
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generated by student tuition and fees. There was also much variation in the average cost
of community college tuition for each state. New Hampshire charged the highest average
cost of tuition and fees for community colleges, $3,520, and California was the lowest at
$360.
Another trend in state policy that has affected community colleges is the increased
accountability for higher education demanded by state legislators. Twenty-seven states
require reporting of specific performance indicators. These states are Arizona, California,
Colorado, Cormecticut, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland,
Massachuset, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio,
Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, Termessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Of this group, ten states (Colorado, Florida,
Illinois, Louisiana, Missouri, New Jersey, North Carolina, South Dakota, and Termessee)
link performance indicators to budget allocations (ECS, 2000). More and more,
lawmakers want fimding increases tied to performance. Albright (1998) wrote that this
represents a significant shift from the traditional methods of allocating funds based upon
the budgetary needs (e.g., operating costs, equipment) of the institution.
Among the common performance indicators used in those states which have
performance fimding initiatives are job placements, transfer rates, graduation/degrees,
retention, licensure pass rates, remediation activities, satisfaction studies, diversity/special
populations, student success after transfer, workforce development, faculty productivity,
and student learning outcomes. This long list of indicators is reflective of the many
differences in state priorities, legislative issues, and institutional mission discovered
among the states (ECS, 2000).
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The Education Commission of the States created the Center for Community
College Policy in 1999 to provide information and assistance to state policymakers. The
Center also conducted seminars and performed research for state and community leaders.
As part of its vital role, the Center identified five emerging finance issues facing the
nation’s two-year colleges: “lack of adequate fimding, support for workforce
development, concern about increasing tuition and fees, the high costs of
technology/distance learning, and coping with enrollment growth.” Of these concerns,
the biggest challenge mentioned was how to increase state and local support for
community colleges as part of improving the funding mechanism. Another issue cited by
the Center was in the area of enrollment. As an example of the seriousness of the
problem, the State of Nevada will have to cope with an estimated 130% increase in high
school graduates by 2008. Community college enrollments are expected to increase
significantly in the next few years in 45 of the 50 states. This growth trend is attributed to
the children of the Baby Boom generation who have recently reached college age. The
Center noted that community colleges throughout the nation are having difficulty dealing
with enrollment increases, especially during a period of tight state budgets.

History of the Funding of Community Colleges in Nevada
Ever since the formation of the University System in 1968, higher education
funding has been a major issue in the State of Nevada. At that time, there were only two
institutions in the University of Nevada System—the University of Nevada, Reno (UNR)
and Nevada Southern University, predecessor to the University of Nevada at Las Vegas
(UNLV). UNR was Nevada’s land grant institution, offered both undergraduate and
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graduate programs, and had a larger enrollment and physical plant than its Southern
counterpart. Even in the early years, however, the Chancellor’s Office recognized the
increasing political power of the South’s Clark County which had a majority of the state’s
population. Chancellor Neil D. Humphrey pledged to provide equitable resources to both
schools, and therefore developed a 20:1 student-faculty ratio fimding formula (MGT of
America, Inc., 1999).
Nevada has used a formula to fund instructional activities since 1971. The
formula concept was reaffirmed by a legislative study committee in 1975. Along with
recommending the continued funding of instruction through a formula, this committee
also suggested that the formula should not be extended to non-instructional areas and only
modified if necessary.
Nevada’s formula was based on the number of full-time equivalent students (FTE)
enrolled or projected to be enrolled at each campus. The definition of an FTE Student
was a student enrolled in 30 undergraduate credits per year or 16 graduate credits per
year. The number of faculty positions was determined by dividing the number of FTE
students by the legislative authorized student-faculty ratio. Due to tight financial
conditions, the 1981 legislature increased student/faculty ratios by 10 percent. Therefore,
at the two universities, student/faculty ratios went firom 20:1 to 22:1.
Focusing on community colleges, Clark County Community College (Community
College of Southem Nevada), Truckee Meadows Community College, and Westem
Nevada Community College were all established in 1971. Northern Nevada Community
College (Great Basin College) was founded in 1967. During the 1983-85 biennium,
Clark County Community College (Community College of Southem Nevada) and
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Truckee Meadows Community College had an overall student/faculty ratio of
approximately 25:1. The two smaller community colleges, Westem Nevada Community
College and Northem Nevada Community College (Great Basin College) were funded at
about the same level as the universities. In 1985, the Nevada Legislature reduced the
university and smaller community college student/faculty ratios from 21:1 to 19:1. For
the two large community colleges (Clark County and Tmckee Meadows), ratios
decreased to almost 21:1. Funding for the other major functional areas aside from
instruction was not allocated by a formula. Dollars provided for academic support,
student services, institutional support and plant operation and maintenance were
individually negotiated each biennium (“Legislative Commission,” 1986).
A committee was appointed by the Nevada legislature in 1985 to further study the
formula model in order to decide whether the methodology for funding public higher
education needed to be changed. The following list of individuals comprised this
fourteen-member 1986 Legislative Commission’s Committee to Study the Fimding of
Higher Education:
Voting Members
Assemblyman Bob Thomas
Senator Donald R. Mello
Senator James I. Gibson
Senator William J. Raggio
Assemblyman Byron Bilyeu
Assemblyman Joseph E. Dini, Jr.
Daniel Klaich, Chairman UNS Board of Regents
Carolyn Sparks, UNS Regent
JoAnn Sheerin, UNS Regent
Non-Voting Members
Dr. Joseph Crowley, President, UNR
Dr. Robert Maxson, President, UNLV
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Dr. Paul E. Meacham, President, CCCC
Elaine Wynn
Bill Bible, Director Department of Administration
The Committee’s chief task was to look at mechanisms used by other states to finance
higher education to determine if they would be good for Nevada (“Legislative
Commission,” 1986).
University Systems officials, education experts, and the general public all
contributed historical information, recommendations, and proposals dealing with h i^ e r
education formula funding. The report prepared by the Committee also included an
overview of budget formulas used in other states. According to this review, a majority of
states utilized formulas for budget requests and to allocate funds for four-year institutions,
and three states used formulas just for two-year colleges. As expected, formulas were
structured primarily by functional classification, and instruction and plant were the two
categories most often included in the formula. Similar base factors were also used in
calculation methods—student credit hours, FTE enrollment, FTE faculty, square
feet/acreage, headcount, and value of inventory. Enrollment was the most important
figure across the board. Even in 1985, a number of states were already changing formulas
to more flexible funding mechanisms, using data from comparable institutions, and
practicing techniques to improve quality through funding policy. The Committee
concluded that the use of formula budgeting was not declining, just becoming more
complex, and was still an effective tool in allocating state funds (Lamb, 1986).
Based on its review of how other states utilize formulas to fund higher education,
the 1986 Committee recommended expansion of the existing funding formula to include
the support functions (academic support, student services, institutional support, plant
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operation and maintenance) as its top priority. Enhancement of the instruction formula
along with provisions for book acquisition, equipment replacement, and year-round
funding were also proposed by the Committee (“Legislative Commission,” 1986).
The above recommendations developed by the 1986 Legislative Committee
became the basis for the current model employed for UCCSN’s biennial funding request.
Higher education funding requests to the Nevada State Legislature each biennium have
two major components, one based on a formula and the other, a non-formula component.
The System Budget is divided into six categories: instruction, student services, academic
support, library acquisitions, institutional support, and plant operation and maintenance.
These are the same six individual sub-formulas which were originally established in
1986. The universities and community colleges are treated differently, especially in the
areas of instruction, academic support, and library acquisitions (MGT of America, Inc.,
1999).
The instructional formula provides faculty positions based on projected FTE (a
full-time equivalent undergraduate student takes fifteen credits each semester for funding
purposes) approved for funding by the Governor’s Office. This calculation yields a
certain number of faculty positions which when compared to current hires, determines the
number of potential new faculty the institution may hire next year. The instmctional
formula also funds a support staff of classified employees at a ratio of one classified per
five faculty. Funding for teaching assistants, wage support, merit, and fringe benefits
comprise the rest of the instmctional budget.
Student services formula support is based on a combined student headcount and
student FTE. For the universities, total student services staff if equal to combined
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headcount and FTE up to 10,000 divided by 300 plus combined headcount and FTE over
10,000 divided by 400 plus resident students divided by 100, CCSN, TMCC, and WNCC
received positions based on combined headcount and FTE divided by 400, while GBC’s
total staff is equal to combined headcount and FTE divided by 300. Academic support
for the universities is allocated according to the number of colleges or schools at each
university, size of libraries and number of library books, and relationship o f remaining
academic support areas to the instruction budget. Community colleges’ academic support
is based on a fixed percentage of instruction. Institutional support is calculated as a
percentage of the institution’s formula funded budget. Library acquisitions formula
funding for the universities is based upon number of faculty, students, and graduate
programs offered. For the community colleges, library acquisitions is based upon number
of FTE students. The operations and maintenance formula calculation is based on
building square footage and improved acreage. The formula provides for custodial,
maintenance and supervisory positions. O & M operating support is provided through a
cost per position allocation. Among the program areas for the UCCSN Operating Budget
that are requested outside of the formula are System Administration, Business Centers,
UNR Medical School, UNLV Law School, intercollegiate athletics, scholarships and
special projects. These areas have been identified as having specific funding
requirements that are either not within the formula guidelines or more statewide in nature.
Such a practice is common for those states that utilize some sort of funding formula
(MGT of America, Inc., 1999).
Even though a state system of higher education uses a funding formula, that alone
does not necessarily provide for an equitable distribution of budget monies among
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institutions. As it is in all states, higher education must compete with other state entities
for the limited amount o f resources available. Thus, the funding mechanism may have to
be manipulated due to certain budgetary needs and/or political decisions. Still another
factor in achieving equitable funding is the formula could have built-in features that cause
inequities (MGT of America, Inc., 1999).
There are two major concepts that are used in the assessment of funding equity in
higher education. The first is horizontal equity where there is equal funding of equals. In
this approach, similar programs and institutions are funded at the same level. The other
main concept is vertical equity which means unequal funding of equals. Here, different
programs and institutions have different funding levels. These terms especially apply in
higher education systems that have different types of institutions (e.g., universities, state
colleges, community colleges) (MGT of America, Inc., 1999).
Recent studies dealing with funding equity have been performed by UNLV, UNR,
and the Nevada Legislature. Identified “inequities” from these financing reviews have
ranged from S800 to approximately $3,000 per FTE student between the two state public
universities (p. 4). Consequently, a national research firm, MGT of America, Inc., was
hired to conduct a funding analysis of UCCSN institutions to address these issues.
External funding comparisons, or benchmarks, were used to gain a greater understanding
of the UCCSN funding situation. The reason such comparisons are used is to provide an
independent analysis o f the importance of any funding differences among institutions
within a system. As an example, the significance of a funding discrepancy between two
schools may become greater if the lesser funded school is also worse than its peer
institutions. For purposes of the funding comparison, MGT used the most recent
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statistics available from the U.S. Department of Education. Carnegie classifications were
used in selecting comparison institutions for the two universities, whereas all public AA
granting institutions in the nation were considered for community colleges. Enrollment
size and whether institutions had medical and law school further differentiated university
comparisons. Community colleges also used enrollment to differentiate.
The results of the MGT analysis indicated that Nevada was above the national
average in per student support per FTE student with its comparison schools, but UNLV
was funded below average when compared to similar institutions. According to the MGT
study, UNR was funded at 118 percent o f the average of Research II institutions with
medical schools, while UNLV was only at 87 percent of the average of its comparison
institutions. CCSN’s support per student was 71 percent of the average support per
student for community colleges with greater than 10,000 FTE. Truckee Meadows
Community College (TMCC) was slightly below the average, while Great Basin College
(GBC) and Westem Nevada Community College (WNCC) were both above the average
for similarly sized colleges (Table 1). One possible explanation for the relatively high
level of GBC and WNCC was the additional funding received for rural students served by
each college. As a result, UNR, GBC and WNCC compared favorably to other national
public institutions, while UNLV, CCSN and TMCC all received less funding than
average.
Based on the conclusions of the MGT equity study, CCSN and UNLV were both
underfunded compared to similar institutions nationally. CCSN’s equity adjustment in
the 1999-2000 state appropriated budget was $15.2 million, and UNLV had a shortfall of
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$7.6 million (Table 2). Although the analysis seemed to indicate UNR and Great Basin
College may be over funded, it was pointed out that UNR was more costly because of its
land grant status and medical school, and GBC had to serve an area that was not only
large, but also sparsely populated. Among the recommendations made in the report to the

Table 1
Summarv of Comparison Group Analvsis

Institution
UNR

Distance from Comparison
Group Average
+12.5%

UNLV

- 8.2%

CCSN

-29.0%

GBC

+9.6%

TMCC

-0.06%

WNCC

+6.0%

Board of Regents was to try to fund $24 million of the inequities recognized for UCCSN
institutions, and to establish a committee to examine the entire system funding policy. In
reviewing the funding methodology, special consideration was to be given to the
uniqueness of each institution’s mission, peer comparisons, along with fairer treatment of
institutions with high enrollment growth (MGT of America, Inc., 1999).
At the September 1999 Board meeting, UCCSN Regents agreed with the
recommendations of the MGT study and approved an equity allocation from the estate tax

R eproduced w ith perm ission o f the copyright owner. F urth er reproduction prohibited w itho ut perm ission.

41

Table 2
Required Equity Adjustments for UCCSN Institutions

Institution
UNR

FY 1999 Budget
S 91,401,191

Required

Adjustment

Adjustment

per FTE

-

-

UNLV

108,200,775

S 7,601,100

S 534

CCSN

50,918,665

15,224,700

1,291

GBC

7,734,708

-

-

TMCC

22,584,598

722,700

187

WNCC

12,787,896

447.600

238

S 23.996.100

UCCSN Total

fund. Following this action, a support formula redistribution was designated to the
institutions listed in Table 3.

Table 3
Estate Tax Equity Allocation
Institution

FY 1999-00

FY 2000-01

UNLV

$1,862,815

$1,862,815

$ 3,725,630

CCSN

3,730,924

3,730,924

7,461,848

TMCC

176,403

176,403

352,806

WNCC

109.958

109.958

219.916

$5,880,100

$5,880,100

$11,760,200

Subtotal

Total
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CCSN benefitted most from the additional funding, receiving 57.46 million over the
biennium (UCCSN, 1999). In addition, the Committee to Study the Funding of Higher
Education was established as a result of Senate Bill 443 in 1999.
The Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education created during the 1999
legislative session had twelve voting members and four non-voting members. The voting
members of the Committee consisted of three members of the Senate, appointed by the
Majority Leader of the Senate; three members of the Assembly, appointed by the Speaker
of the Assembly, three members of the Board of Regents, selected by the Chairman of
that board; and three members which were appointed by the Governor. Non-voting
members included a person employed in the Budget Division of the Department of
Administration, and three persons employed by the University and Community College
System of Nevada. All four of the non-voting members were appointed by the Governor.
There were no community college representatives on the committee (“Legislative
Commission,” 2000).
Voting Members
Senator William Raggio
Senator Dina Titus
Senator Randolph Townsend
Assembly Speaker Joseph Dini
Assemblyman Richard Perkins
Assemblyman Bob Beers
Dr. Jill Derby, Chair, UCCSN Board of Regents
Steve Sisolak, UCCSN Regent
Doug Seastrand, UCCSN Regent
Dixie May, UNR Foundation President
Don Snyder, UNLV Foundation President
Dr. Jim Richardson, Nevada Faculty Alliance
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Non-Voting Members
John Comeaux, Director, Department of Administration
Dr. Joseph Crowley, President, UNR
Dr. Carol Harter, President UNLV
Dr. Richard Moore, Founding President, Nevada State College
Based upon the premise that the 1986 funding methodologies needed to be revised
to meet growth demands, the Committee compared Nevada’s funding of higher education
with methods utilized in other states. This was done to develop funding formulas that
would be adaptable and equitable to all campuses. The Committee also considered
findings from the 1999 UCCSN equity funding study. Two independent consultants, a
UCCSN working group, the Legislative Counsel Bureau and State Budget Division staff
provided analytical and data gathering support to the Committee.
The first consultant. Dr. William Pickens, described detailed formula methodologies
used in thirty formula states, and also presented a nationwide comparison o f higher
education state appropriations. The information analyzed by Dr. Pickens included student
to faculty ratios used in other states, factors that accounted for program differences, how
faculty and staff salaries are determined, how computing and equipment needs are
funded, how formulas support facilities, and the manner in which funding is determined
for the support areas. Using the data provided by Dr. Pickens and the working group, the
Committee reviewed formulas with the goal of improving Nevada’s funding mechanism.
The other consultant. Dr. Larry Leslie, identified peers for each of the seven
UCCSN institutions. Aside from being utilized by the Committee, this information
would also help in developing budget requests for UCCSN institutions. Among the
factors considered in locating comparable institutions were to what extent the state or
local community support public higher education as well as similarity in economy and
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population. Commonness in program responsibilities was the primary basis for peer
. comparison. To aid in the analysis, information was collected on the peers related to
instruction, finances, and facilities. These data would provide benchmarks for funding
comparisons. According to Dr. Leslie, the most difficult aspect of trying to identify peer
groups is variable conflict. With each variable considered, the likelihood of conflict
increases. Nevada specified program responsibilities and enrollments as the most
important variables in peer selection. Research and service, finance, and other variables
were also mentioned. For the state’s community colleges and their primary peers,
additional information was collected on size of service area, number of teaching sites,
proximity to urban areas, baccalaureate degree programs, and distance education. Nevada
community colleges were most unique in the size of their service areas (“Legislative
Commission,” 2000).
Peers identified for Great Basin Community College were Colorado Northwestern
Community College, Southwestern Michigan Community College, Central Oregon
Community College, Treasure Valley Community College (Oregon), and Western
Wyoming Community College. For Community College of Southern Nevada, the peer
group included Broward County Community College (Florida), Portland Community
College (Oregon), North Harris Community College (Texas), Salt Lake Community
College (Utah), and Tidewater Community College (Virginia). Selected peers for
Truckee Meadows Community College were College of Marin (California), Manatee
Community College (Florida), Kalamazoo Valley Community College (Michigan),
Laredo Community College (Texas), and Green River Community College (Washington).
Peer institutions for Western Nevada Community College were Mendocino College
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(California), Dalton College (Georgia), Central Carolina Community College (North
Carolina), Lower Columbia College (Washington), and Hill College (Texas). All of the
peer institutions selected were classified as Associate’s Colleges by the Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. Comparisons were made on such factors
as FTE enrollment, program cost distribution (high, medium, low), faculty, expenditures
per FTE student, and revenue sources (“Legislative Commission,” 2000).
UCCSN institutions developed their 2001-03 budget requests using information
from the Committee peer comparison report. After receiving input from the institutions
and reports from the consultants and other staff, UCCSN then gave the Committee new
formula recommendations which were, in turn, discussed several times before final
approval. Coimnittee findings were to be submitted to the Legislative Commission prior
to the beginning of the 2001 session of the Nevada Legislature.
The major focus of the Committee was to produce funding formulas that would
distribute funds equitably among UCCSN institutions. At the same time, the members
recognized that because of the current tax structure, Nevada probably would not be able
to fully fund the new formula. Accordingly, the Committee added the following language
for each formula recommendation: “Uniform application of this formula to each
institution, regardless of the percentage funded, will result in equitable distribution of
available funding. Full funding should be viewed as a goal to be achieved over a period
of time to be implemented dependent on available funding each biennium (“Legislative
Commission,” 2000).” In cases where institutions are funded at less than 100 percent of
the formula, the Committee proposed the inclusion of a hold harmless clause that would
allow individual institutions to keep their base funding levels. This would be
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accomplished through the application of equal funding percentages for all UCCSN
institutions.
Another key recommendation by the Committee was that all new positions for
instruction, academic support, student services, and operations and maintenance should
be funded equally in their respective groups (e.g., salaries and operating budgets per
number of positions). Additionally, the Committee encouraged the UCCSN to establish a
system level uniform salary policy “to prevent individual institutions from perpetuating
salary inequities.” The Committee also introduced inflation factors in the formulas for
operating costs and equipment similar to what is currently done by the Board of Regents
for tuition increases.
In the 1986 formula for instruction, a full-time equivalent (FTE) student is defined
as 30 student credit hours per year for undergraduate students and 16 hours per year for
graduate students. The 2000 Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education
recommended 30 student credit hours (SCH) for both lower and upper division. Master’s
students determined on the basis of 24 SCH, and Doctoral students at 18 SCH. During
the 1999 legislative session, the approved instruction budget for universities was funded
at a student to faculty ratio of 21:1 regular student, 15:1 engineering, and 7.5:1 nursing.
For community colleges, TMCC and CCSN had a 23:1 regular student ratio, while GBC
and WNCC were at 21:1. In the other community college discipline areas,
vocational/technical was funded at 18:1, rural 12:1, nursing 7.5:1, dental hygiene 6:1,
dental assistant radiology 14:1, and developmental 18:1. The Committee proposed this
be replaced by a matrix modeled after Connecticut’s methodology that would take into
account the complexity of programs, cost, and mission. Community colleges, in
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particular, offer a wide range of instructional programs from general education to
vocational, distance education, and allied health areas. Therefore, a three-tiered matrix
was recommended based on the level of cost for the programs (high cost, medium cost,
and low cost). Nursing, dental hygiene, rural/distance education and computing
technologies are among those classified as high cost programs. Medium cost disciplines
would include lab sciences and all developmental programs. Most of the general
education programs such as English, history, and math would be put in the low-cost
category. Under the plaimed revisions, the ratio used to calculate classified positions
would stay at 5:1 (professional to classified) and teaching assistants would be funded at
$1,000 per faculty FTE (combined full-time and part-time). Lastly, in the college
instmction formula, minor changes were proposed in operating and wage costs and
instructional equipment.
For the support functions, the Committee again focused on salary equity for
professional and classified positions in its recommendation to equally fund starting salary
amounts for new positions in each formula category. No change was suggested to the
method used to calculate library staffing. The library acquisition formula was slightly
updated for universities, and there was no change for community colleges. Due to
significant growth in the area, enhancements were recommended, however, for
technology support personnel and operating. The Committee also proposed revisions to
finance underfunded services in the student services function. Here, they still recognize
economies of scale at the various institutions, along with Great Basin College’s rural
nature. Throughout the support functions and especially in institutional support and
operations and maintenance, it was recommended that operating budgets be adjusted to
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reflect inflation and growth. Finally, the Committee wanted to delete the current
equipment replacement and maintenance formulas. The functional formula
recommendations would account for equipment needs and workstation replacement.
Equipment would be funded at 51,000 per professional and classified FTE. This should
be sufficient to take care of ongoing equipment and technology requirements.
In addition to the above recommendations, the Committee agreed to establish a pool
of funds for performance funding, such as currently used in about thirty other states
nationally. It was recommended that the pool not exceed 2 percent of the total UCCSN
appropriation from available one-time funding. These would be funds appropriated in
excess of funding through formula calculations and not part of the base budget for an
institution. Among the factors that could be considered for distributions of performance
funding each biennium included graduation rates (number of certificates and degrees
awarded), retention, class size, percentage of lower division classes taught by tenured
faculty, grants, high school capture rate, and work force development. These examples
represent the types of indicators used in almost thirty other states. If approved, the actual
performance measures and distribution process would be developed through the
combined efforts o f UCCSN representatives, Nevada State Legislature, and Governor’s
Office.
The new model for formula funding was developed in cooperation with UCCSN
institutions and the Legislative Counsel staff. Among the important recommended
Committee measures implemented by the Legislature for the 2001-03 biennial budget
were the adoption of the matrix for instruction, hold harmless clause, enhancement to
student services formula, establishment of parameters to ensure equitable institutional
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funding, and a plan for equipment replacement. Performance-based fimding failed to gain
approval due to a lack of support from the Legislative Ways and Means Committee.
State support provided for the UCCSN 2001-03 Operating Budget is based on the
new formulas developed by the Committee to Study the Funding of H i^ e r Education in
Nevada. Realizing that revenues generated by the current tax stmcture would likely not
be able to fully fund the new formula recommendations, the Committee’s primary goal
was to distribute the funds equitably within UCCSN. The Nevada Legislature funded the
formulas at 81.55% in FY02 and 80.29% in FY03 (University and Community College
System of Nevada [UCCSN], 2001).
The Legislature approved new instruction formulas driven by student/faculty ratios
from low to high cost courses from lower division through doctoral level. For
universities, student/faculty ratios were determined at four instruction levels (lower
division, upper division, masters, and doctoral) and four discipline levels (clinical, high
cost, medium cost, and low cost). Due to the complex range of programs (general
education, vocational, allied health) at the colleges, the Governor recommended a three
tiered matrix using high cost, medium cost, and low cost to determine college budgets.
The legislative approved ratios form a matrix in which projected student FTE data is
collected for each ratio on the table. Projected enrollments are calculated using a
weighted, three-year rolling average. An FTE is defined as 30 credit hours for both lower
and upper division, 24 student credit hours for masters, and 18 hours for doctoral level.
The budgets are designed to reflect lower student/faculty ratios in cases where there is a
higher level of instruction and related costs. UCCSN is in the process of developing a
course cost classification or “taxonomy” that is uniform between the universities and
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colleges. In other words, an English 101 course should be funded at the same ratio
throughout the System.
Taxonomy is the major formula driver and is based upon the complexity (high,
medium, and low cost) of programs. This may result in further modification to the new
funding formula once the research and analysis of the financial implications are
completed.
The established UCCSN state supported Operating Budget student/faculty ratios for
the 2001-03 biennium are given in Table 4. CCSN’s enrollment projections for fiscal
years 02 and 03 are presented here as an example of the new formula application
(Table 5).

Table 4
Student/Facultv Ratios
Lower
Division

Upper
Division

Masters

Doctoral

Clinical

8:1

8:1

8:1

8:1

Higher Cost

18:1

13:1

10:1

8:1

Medium Cost

21:1

16:1

13:1

8:1

Low Cost

26:1

22:1

16:1

8:1

TMCC
&
CCSN

WNCC

GBC
Lower
Division

GBC
Upper
Division

High Cost

14:1

12:1

12:1

12:1

Medium Cost

21:1

21:1

21:1

16:1

Low Cost

26:1

26:1

23:1

22:1

Universities
UNLV and UNR

Community Colleges
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One of the major recommendations approved by the 2001 Nevada Legislature was
the budget inclusion of a hold harmless provision. Whenever institutions are funded at
less than 100% and the formula funding is below their base budget, they are held
harmless. This allows each campus to keep their base funding levels up to two
bienniums. Most critical to higher education institutions in Nevada was the approval of a
policy which ensured that funding of institutions is equitable across the System, meaning
each institution must receive the same percentage of their formula funding budget
request. Other key enhancements to the formula included providing a mechanism

Table 5
Example of Formula Application

FY 02 Calculations
Projected Student FTE
FTE Factor
High
Medium
Low
Total

5,059.26

361.38

801.93

38.19

9.386.27

361.01

15,247.46

760.57

FY 03 Calculations
Projected Student FTE
FTE Factor
High
Medium
Low
Total

15,247
30

Faculty
Calculations
Lower
Division

FT
Full-Time

PT
Part-Time

Classified
Support
Staff

456.34

304.23

152.11

486.28

324.18

162.09

16,247
30

5,391.07

385.08

845.53

40.69

10.001.88

384.69

16,247.48

810.46
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whereby institutions could utilize State Operating Budgets to purchase new and
replacement instructional equipment, funding for replacement of staff workstations,
addition to the student services fonnula to accommodate increased student needs, and
funding for disabled students. Finally, the three-tiered matrix was designed to provide
consistent enrollment projections which drive institutional funding. It determines the
faculty/student ratios based upon the cost levels for the programs (UCCSN, 2001).

Personal Interviews
The final data were obtained through a series of personal interviews conducted with
Nevada Community College chief financial officers and an official from the UCCSN
System Office. All of these individuals were asked to respond to questions dealing with
the funding of community colleges in Nevada. Responses were used to confirm previous
information gathered in the study, provide insight into each institution’s unique set of
circumstances regarding financing issues, and obtain suggestions for improving the
funding mechanism.
In response to the question of whether or not the current funding formula was
adequate in meeting the needs of their institution, the answers varied. Three of the four
community college officers interviewed agreed that the formulas themselves were
adequate, but the current percentage at which the colleges were funded was not. For
fiscal year 2001-02, the percentage of the budget actually funded by the Legislature was
81.55%. The other college finance officer believed that the funding model we now use is
based upon historical political agreements that do not recognize the actual cost necessary
to operate a college. According to this official, the formula is basically a methodology to
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keep the current funding level about the same throughout the last 15 years (Community
College Chief Financial Officers, March 11-15,2002).
Another interview question asked about additional sources of funding that were used
by the respective colleges outside of state appropriations and student tuition and fees.
Each institution was receiving estate tax funds to supplement the state appropriation.
Aside firom that resource, the colleges used monies from gifts, grant applications,
investment income, and discretionary funds. Sources o f discretionary income included
bookstore money, vending operations, and campus food services. These income funds
support less than 1% of the operating budget (Community College Chief Financial
Officers, March 11-15,2002).
A third question dealt with the budget process for allocating operating funds among
the various programs in the institution. Internal processes varied among the different
colleges. One college allocated instructional dollars based on FTE production along with
the cost of running the program. For example, machine tool technology would have far
greater equipment needs than the English Department which may only need some
software to teach students. Most all institutions have a budget committee that analyzes
department requests and makes recommendations to the top administration for final
approval. Budget requests are ranked and prioritized to meet the needs of a particular
function in accordance with available resources (Community College Chief Financial
Officers, March 11-15,2002).
Every community college officer expressed concern over the 60/40 full-time, parttime ratio used to fund faculty positions. Student FTE and the student/faculty ratios
generate a certain number of faculty positions. With the 60/40 full-time, part-time ratio.

R eproduced w ith perm ission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited w itho ut perm ission.

54

an institution would receive full-time funding for 60% of the total faculty positions
allocated. The remaining 40% would be funded at the lower part-time rate. Even worse,
officers say it’s actually funded at closer to 55/45. The college officials further add that
this pales in comparison to the universities who are funded at 100% for instruction
(Community College Chief Financial Officers, March 11-15,2002).
Related to the full-time/part-time faculty ratio, college administrators were also
questioned about the adequacy of full-time and adjunct faculty salaries. One official
talked about the difficulty in recruiting qualified people into the rural areas. Most all of
the finance officers said it was an ongoing challenge to attract faculty, especially in some
of the hard to fill areas given the new position starting salary of 542,000. If an institution
is forced to bring in a new faculty member at a higher salary, they may not be able to hire
the next position because the formula dollars aren’t enough. In other words, the formula
provides for a certain level of funding based on an average salary. If a college must pay
more to get faculty in hard to fill areas, that will leave fewer monies available for other
new faculty. For community colleges, all new faculty are funded at step 4, grade 10 on
the salary schedule (542,000) which translates to a master’s degree plus ten years of
experience. Aside jfrom the common view that the faculty starting salary was too low, the
officers also wanted more flexibility allowed internally to make adjustments in the salary
schedule (Community College Chief Financial Officers, March 11-15,2002).
Concerning part-time faculty salaries, the officers again agreed that the
compensation was too low in a competitive labor market where the universities can pay
more. Part-time faculty are currently funded at 60% of the base salary for new positions
(approximately 525,000). This was particularly troublesome to the college officials in

R eproduced w ith perm ission o f the copyright owner. F urth er reproduction prohibited w itho ut perm ission.

55

cases where the adjunct instructor was recruited to teach the same lower division course
offered at both the community college and the university. One of the finance officers
further added that any adjunct pay increase would have to be approved by the Legislature
as a budget enhancement at the next session. For CCSN alone, it was estimated that it
would cost S3 million to increase part-time salaries to the same level as the universities
for 100 and 200 level courses (Community College Chief Financial Officers, March 1115, 2002).
For purposes of this study, one of the key questions the chief financial officers were
asked to respond to covered critical funding issues facing Nevada’s community colleges.
Each officer interviewed focused on the need for additional funding support to meet the
demands of growth. On a related note, all of the respondents expressed concern over
being able to replace the estate tax funds which made up as much as 8% of one
institution’s operating budget. It was a significant portion o f the other college budgets as
well. Two of the college officers also talked about the decreasing percentage of the State
budget expended for higher education which is now approximately 18%. The fear,
expressed by one of the officials, is that K-12 and health insurance will get most of the
attention from any future tax initiatives. Lastly, a finance officer complained that “we are
in a system and state of universities. I don’t think people are educated enough about
community colleges and the benefits they give our community and society” (Community
College Chief Financial Officers, March 11-15,2002).
The final question o f the interviews requested recommendations for changes in the
current funding mechanism for Nevada community colleges. Most of the responses
focused on ways to increase the funding support. One official suggested that the full
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time, part-time faculty ratio should be adjusted to be more like the 100% funding the
universities receive. The universities not only have fully funded faculty positions, but
they also have a much higher base starting salary ($55,858 vs. $42,158 for the colleges).
Aside from the ability to attract new faculty, this again allows the universities to pay
adjunct faculty and teaching assistants more money.
Three of the four officers further stated that the formula must provide more dollars
for technology and equipment needs. According to one of the college officials, it is unfair
to continue to put the burden of the technology fee on the student.
Another officer had a problem with the way in which the taxonomy (program cost
classification used for student/faculty funding ratios) had been handled. The officer said
that if the community colleges and universities were using the same taxonomy that would
have resulted in the community colleges picking up $24 million from the universities in
fimding. This funding discrepancy relates to the program cost classification (taxonomy)
used to fund instruction. Several disciplines (e.g., all sciences and art programs) were
classified in the high cost category for universities and in the low-cost group for the
colleges. In addition, math and English were medium cost programs for universities and
low cost for colleges. Consequently, the universities received much more funding for the
same programs.
One of the officials brought up the difference in faculty workload between the
community colleges and universities. Here it was noted that community college faculty
teach 15 credits per semester and a university professor teaches nine on the average. This
official believes community college faculty also deserve release time for professional
growth.
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The last major recommendation put forth by the chief financial officers was to
explore local tax support (property taxes) for community colleges. Although three of the
four officials thought it was a good idea, concerns were raised about the willingness of
local government to share resources and the large amount of Nevada land owned by the
federal government (Community College Chief Financial Officers, March 11-15,2002).
Aside firom the community college chief financial officers, a UCCSN official was
interviewed to provide added information regarding funding issues. Initially, questions
were asked about the budget process through which the Legislature determined state
appropriations for community colleges. According to the System official, the process
starts at the campus level where the institution builds a budget request for two years.
Then it goes to the System Office where it becomes a part of a System request before it is
sent to the Board of Regents for approval. Once approved by the Board, it is forwarded
to the Governor’s Office to be included in the executive budget. The Governor’s
recommended budget is subsequently sent to the Legislature for approval and have State
funds appropriated. The State appropriation for community colleges is allocated to
individual institutions. Each college is an appropriation area with its own budget and
authorization from the State. Therefore, funds caimot be moved from one institution to
another.
Next, the official was questioned regarding current revenue sources for community
college appropriations. Among the sources identified were general fund revenues, estate
taxes, student fees, investment income, indirect cost recovery funds, and miscellaneous
type funds. When asked about possible additional sources that are being considered for
future use, the official mentioned the Governor’s Task Force on Tax Policy. This group
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has been given the charge to come up with new revenues or broaden the tax base. The
System official further suggested that local support might be something for the Task
Force to look at.
Following the discussion of revenue sources, the topic switched to the funding
formula. The system administrator reaffirmed that student growth and FTE drive the
formula, and for funding purposes, an FTE is defined as 15 credit hours per semester.
Furthermore, the formula cannot be changed unless the Legislature does a funding study.
However, it can be tweaked during any legislative session by requesting an enhancement
to the formula. An example of an enhancement is the current situation in which the
Chancellor’s Office and UCCSN institutions are considering changing the taxonomy to
add a clinical factor for community colleges along with reclassifying certain types of
courses mentioned earlier (math, science, English, art). Community colleges, unlike the
universities, do not have a clinical category in the instruction formula. Therefore,
programs such as dental hygiene and nursing are not classified at the lower
student/faculty ratios necessary for accreditation.
The official also confirmed that the formula is based on projected enrollment using a
three-year rolling average. The percentage growth rate for the most recent three fiscal
years is used to project what the enrollment will be for the next two years of the biennium
budget. Campuses used to be able to do their own projections, but that is no longer the
case. If a college’s actual growth is short of the projected growth, they don’t have to give
the money back. At the same time, the institution doesn’t receive additional funds for
exceeding the budgeted enrollment. The college does have the ability to go to the Interim
Finance Committee and ask for the authority to expend the extra student fees that have
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come in due to the increased enrollment. The extra fees collected were generated through
the additional total number for credits taken by students.
Another question dealt with sources of capital outlay funds for community colleges
in Nevada. According to the official, the main sources include general fund dollars,
government obligation bonds, private donations, and a special capital construction fund.
This capital construction account is funded through a tax on slot machines. The slot tax
funds are mainly used for maintenance, repair, and improvement.
In regards to major finance issues, the officials said that the formulas should be
funded at a higher percentage. Currently, higher education is funded at about 80%. The
next important issue brought up was the estate tax which now supports approximately
$38 million in expenditures each year Systemwide, and is going away soon. The State
will need to find a way to replace those funds. Lastly, more money from the State is
needed to support equipment technology. This was becoming even more critical because
of the tremendous growth in web ct and distance education.
The final question involved changes in the funding for community colleges. The
taxonomy was singled out as the most important change. It has to be applied consistently
throughout the System. In addition, a nursing ratio should be added for community
colleges to help with accreditation (University and Community College System of
Nevada [UCCSN] Official, March 15,2002).

Summary
The literature presented in this chapter reviewed formula funding, the funding of
public community colleges, and a history of the funding of community colleges in
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Nevada. This information provided the foundation for the comparison of Nevada’s
funding mechanism with the financing methods used in other selected states.
The Education Commission o f the States has reported that funding formulas have
been used in higher education for more than fifty years to allocate state appropriated
funds to colleges and universities. According to a 2000 ECS state funding survey,
Nevada is one of twenty-nine states that continue to use a funding formula for community
colleges.
McKeown (1996) wrote that formulas are becoming increasingly complex due to the
different missions of institutions and the disparity among program costs. In addition,
there has been a recent movement toward productivity and accountability measures which
has brought pressure on colleges to strive for more efficiency and improve quality.
The next section of the Chapter covered the funding of public community colleges.
Included among the topics presented was a discussion of the process used to allocate state
appropriations to institutions, sources of funding support, state policy trends and
emerging finance issues. The biggest challenge facing two-year colleges, as identified by
the Center for Community College Policy, was improving the funding mechanism
through increased state and local support.
Following the presentation o f financing two-year colleges was a section that traced
the history of the funding of conununity colleges in Nevada. A funding formula has been
used in Nevada since 1971, but the current model for the formula was developed by a
legislative study committee in 1986 and later revised by the 2000 Committee to Study the
Funding of Higher Education. As a result of the recommendations made by the 2000
Committee, the Legislature added more complexity to the formula for instruction.
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enhanced student services funding, added a plan for equipment replacement, and
established procedures to ensure equitable funding across institutions.
The final part of the chapter presented interviews conducted with the chief financial
officers of the four Nevada community colleges and a UCCSN official. Responses
obtained firom these individuals helped to validate earlier data collected concerning the
funding of community colleges in Nevada. The respondents also gave their perceptions
of the major financing issues facing Nevada community colleges as well as
recommendations to improve the funding for the State’s two-year public institutions.
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CHAPTERS

METHODOLOGY AND DATA DESCRIPTION

Research Design
All research designs for qualitative studies involve a combination of data
collection and analysis. Glazer and Strauss refer to this type of design for multiple data
sources as the constant comparative method in which formal analysis is present in the
beginning of the study and continues until the data collection is almost complete and a
developing theory emerges. The steps in the constant comparative method are outlined as
follows:
1.

Start collecting data.

2.

Look for key issues to become focus categories.

3.

Collect data relating to focus categories with a special eye toward diversity
of dimensions in the categories.

4.

Write about categories and continue searching for new relevant data.

5.

Work with data to discover base relationships.

6.

Use more data collection and coding in analysis.

With the constant comparative methods, analysis and data collection keeps doubling back
until the research is completed (Bogdan and Biklen, 1992).
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Research Study Classification
This comparison study is classified as historical research. It involves a systematic
search for data and information concerning questions relating to the fimding of
community colleges in Nevada. Through the analysis of the various documents, records
and reports, past events and trends are explained and interpreted to gain a better
understanding of the current financial practices and problems of these higher education
institutions. The primary sources of historical information used were government
documents, consultants’ reports, committee minutes, and journal articles. The key
documents and reports used were the following: 2001-02 UCCSN Operating Budget,
MGT of America, Inc. 1999 Study of Funding Equity within the University and
Community College System of Nevada, Education Commission of the States, 2000 State
Funding for Community Colleges: A 50-State Survey, report of the 2000 Committee to
Study the Funding of Higher Education, 2001 report from the National Association of
State Budget Officers, and 1986 Committee Studying the Funding of Higher Education
report. This information was obtained through a variety of sources including library
research, CCSN Finance and Administration Office, special mailing, personal file
collections, and internet websites.
Another term used to categorize the study is that it represents qualitative research.
The research entailed an intensive analysis o f data collected over an extended time period.
Although numbers are included in the data, much of it is descriptive, or in words.
Official records and documents, meeting minutes, reports, and interview transcripts have
been analyzed to gain a comprehensive understanding of the questions being studied. The
theory developed here comes out of a thorough examination of all the information
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gathered for the study. Meaning is derived through a discovery process and interpretation
of the facts presented. The major focus was on trying to identify common themes and
patterns utilizing inductive reasoning. One o f the advantages of qualitative research is
that a qualitative design enables the researcher to study certain issues in much greater
detail. It also allows the research design to be much more flexible. In addition to aiding
the discovery of information, it is usually easier to understand an interpretation using a
qualitative approach because it is not based upon complex statistical analysis.
The exhaustive collection and analysis of narrative data that encompasses
qualitative research are designed to provide insight into an issue that cannot be
accomplished utilizing other types o f research. It not only leads to greater understanding
of a situation, but also suggests possible causes. This type of study analyzes how things
are rather than try to manipulate the data to bring about change (Bogdan and Biklen,
1992).

Subjects
The main subjects used in this study were the four community colleges of the
University and Community College System of Nevada. As in a majority of states, a
funding formula guides the state appropriation for higher education in Nevada. Chief
financial officers from each of the State’s public two-year institutions were interviewed to
ascertain whether Nevada’s funding formula was appropriate and adequate to meet their
respective needs. This information was also studied to develop benchmarks for
comparing Nevada’s funding mechanism with the methods employed by other selected
states. Those states chosen for purposes of the funding comparison represented peer
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institutions of the four Nevada community colleges as well as systems that are highly
regarded in terms of funding support by the of American Association of Community
Colleges (AACC).
Nevada community colleges peer institutions were identified by an independent
consultant. Dr. Larry Leslie, who was employed by the 2000 Committee to Study the
Funding of Higher Education. The most significant factors considered in selecting
comparable institutions were FTE enrollments and similarity of programs. Size of service
area, number of campus sites, proximity to urban areas, baccalaureate degree offerings,
and distance education programs were used as additional variables in peer selection.
Variable conflict between Nevada colleges and its peers was greatest in the size of service
areas. Peer states included in the comparison were California, Colorado, Florida,
Georgia, Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, and
Wyoming. The states considered most outstanding by the AACC in their support of
community colleges were Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin.

Instruments
An instrument of data collection was created to obtain the perceptions of top-level
finance administrators from each of Nevada’s community colleges and the System Office
regarding funding issues. The research tool used to survey these individuals was an
interview. In line with a qualitative study where the goal is to capture the subjects’ views
and let the analysis develop, interview schedules are designed to allow open-ended
answers and collect more comprehensive information related to the topic.
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Due to its direct verbal interaction between individuals as a means to collect data,
the interview technique is unique in survey research. The interview method allows the
researcher to receive immediate feedback and collect more in-depth information than can
be gathered through a questionnaire. The adaptability and human interaction of an
interview are often cited as the major strengths of the interview process (Borg and Gall,
1983).
The first step in preparation of the interview was to obtain permission fi*om the
UNLV Institutional Review Board (IRB). All research involving the use of human
subjects is the responsibility of the IRB. As part of the requirements of the review
committee, a Human Participants Protection Education for Research Teams online course
training module was completed. Consequently, the National Institutes of Health issued a
completion certificate. Also included in the interview proposal that was submitted for
approval to the IRB was a protocol cover page description of the study, informed consent
statement, and interview questions. After due consideration of the proposal, the IRB
granted final approval of the interview study. A guide was developed that contained the
list of questions to be asked during the interview. The purpose of the interview guide is
to ensure that the key objectives of the research study are met and to achieve some form
of standardization in the process. The questions selected were based upon a 2000 survey
conducted by the Education Commission of the States (ECS) Center for Community
College Policy.
The type of information requested in the study demanded a semi-structured
interview. This type of approach is usually most appropriate for educational research due
to its objectiveness and ability to provide more valuable, in depth data. The semi
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structured interview starts with a set of structured questions followed by ones that are
open-ended to obtain more complete information. Such a method has the advantage of
using the respondent’s initial answers to ask additional questions that will provide even
greater insight into important issues (Borg and Gall, 1983).
Tape recording was used to preserve the information collected. One of the
benefits of recorded data is the reduction of potential bias from the interviewer. A taped
interview is also subject to more thorough analysis because it can be played over and over
again. Still another advantage is a speedier interview process than other methods. The
note-taking method, for example, takes much more time which can have a disruptive
effect on the interview. The major disadvantage of a tape recorder is that the respondents
may be less willing to talk freely if they know their answers are being recorded. Greater
reliability and efficiency, however, made the use of the tape recorder more desirable for
this research.
Since the target population of the interview study was spread over such a large
geographical area, telephone interviews as well as face-to-face interviews were planned.
Reduced cost and accessibility were the greatest benefits of the telephone method. A
major study by Graves and Kahn reported that telephone interviewing provides
comparable data to face-to-face interviews at half the cost. Personal interviews do have
the advantage of increasing the rapport between the interviewer and respondent (Borg and
Gall, 1983).
Each of the higher education officials interviewed represented the finance
administrative area of a college or system office. Each administrator was contacted to
explain the purpose of the study and to set up an appropriate time for the interview.
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Anonymity and confidentiality of the responses were also assured. Responses to the
interview questions were used to confirm previous data collected concerning the fimding
of community colleges in Nevada, to help determine the adequacy and appropriateness of
Nevada’s funding mechanism, helping making comparisons, and to develop
recommendations for improving the State’s funding of community colleges.

Sources of Data
This study analyzed funding mechanisms for community colleges in the State of
Nevada and compared the results with several selected states. Data used in the research
were obtained from different sources and represented historical information since it was
already available through various documents, reports, journals, and interviews. Included
in the variables chosen for the state funding comparison were the method for allocating
state appropriations, uses of funding formulas, a breakdown of general operating funds
for community colleges, access to local tax revenues, sources of funding for capital
projects, enrollment funding, tuition rates, support for noncredit courses and programs,
funding for workforce development, funding for remedial/developmental education,
distance education funding, performance-based funding, and data on state revenues and
expenditures.
One of the major sources of data used in the comparison of state funding for
community colleges was a Center for Community College Policy November 2000 finance
survey. The Education Commission of the States created the Center for Community
College Policy in 1999 to provide information on each state’s community college system
for state policymakers. Information regarding state revenues was obtained from the
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Fiscal Survey of States published in December 2001 by the National Association o f State
Budget Officers (NASBO). This survey presented data on states’ general fund revenues,
expenditures, and balances. Actual figures were used for fiscal 2000, estimates for fiscal
2001, and recommended budget numbers for fiscal, 2002. Most state services are
financed through these funds and consequently, are important predictors of each state’s
fiscal well-being. In addition to these two key sources, relevant financial information was
derived fi'om a Summer, 2001 NASBO State Expenditure Report, the 2001-02 UCCSN
Operating Budget, the 2000 Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education report,
a 1999 MGT of America, hic. Study of Funding Equity within the University and
Community College System of Nevada, a 1986 Committee Studying the Funding of
Higher Education report, and updates fi'om the Governor’s Task Force on Tax Policy (the
group assigned to advise the 2003 Legislature how to revise Nevada’s tax structure).

Limitations
This research study was limited to the four community colleges that are part of the
University and Community College System of Nevada. The study was also limited in
terms of its comparison information to states whose community college systems are
recognized as peer institutions of Nevada community colleges or are considered among
the elite in their support of public two-year colleges by the American Association of
Community Colleges. Thirteen states were included in the comparison of funding
mechanisms, and state revenues and expenditures. No attempt was made to compare all
systems to the Nevada system. Comparisons were made based on criteria developed by
the ECS Center for Community College Policy.
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Another limitation of the study was that the interviews were conducted through
the lens of community college system ofBcers. Since the information obtained
represented a particular point of view, the potential of a biased sample is increased. In
addition, the responding group for the interviews included only a small number of
individuals. This may also produce more bias in the research.
A further limitation of the qualitative research used in this study is the
subjectiveness of its findings. With a qualitative design, the researcher exercises a great
deal of control over the entire process and plays a very significant role in the conclusions
that are reached. Due to the uniqueness of the setting, it is also more difficult to
generalize the results of the study to other settings. Lastly, qualitative research requires
that data are analyzed over a longer period of time than is standard for other research
methods.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

Introduction
Chapter 2 included an in-depth review of the funding mechanism employed by
Nevada to finance its conomimity colleges. As part of this review, data were collected
regarding formula funding, the funding of the public community colleges, and a history
of the funding of community colleges in Nevada. Personnel interviews were also
conducted with Nevada community college officials to gain additional funding
perspective on each of the state's two-year colleges. This information provided the
foundation for the data analysis presented here.
In this chapter, Nevada was contrasted and compared with other selected states
through a study of the means used by each state to fund their public two-year institutions.
These selected states represent peer institutions of Nevada community colleges or are
highly regarded for their funding systems. California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia,
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, and Wyoming
comprised the peer states. Oregon and Washington are also highly regarded systems
along with Wisconsin (American Association of Community Colleges [AACC], 2001).
Included in the criteria analyzed for purposes of the comparison were the state
appropriations process, sources of financial support, enrollment funding, special
71
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programs funding, performance measures, state revenues, and emerging issues. These
criteria have been identified by the Education Commission o f the States Center for
Community College Policy (2000) as important in judging funding effectiveness. Only
the most recent data available was used for the funding comparison.
The final section of this chapter outlined the research findings of the study. This
included a summary of the results from the comparison study and interviews.

Funding Comparison
There were two research questions that constituted the basis of information in this
study. The first question and results of the analysis are given below.
1.

How does Nevada's funding mechanism for community colleges compare to the
means (formula, or other guidelines’) used bv other selected states to fund public
two-vear institutions?
Information provided from a November 2000 Education Commission of the

States Funding Survey was the primary source used to compare Nevada to thirteen
selected states in terms of the appropriations process, financial sources, enrollment
funding, special programs funding, performance measures and funding concerns. A 2001
report by the National Association of State Budget Officers served as the key source of
data related to revenues of the comparison states.
State Appropriations
According to the ECS survey findings, eleven states (California, Colorado,
Georgia, Michigan, Nevada, North Carolina, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming) of the fourteen involved in this comparison study use a funding formula to
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determine state appropriations. Florida, Virginia, and Washington reported that they do
not have a funding formula. Since Nevada is among the majority of states which
continue to use a funding formula, this does serve as an important measure of the
appropriateness of the State's mechanism.
The ECS survey further indicated that there are three major drivers within the
funding formulas: enrollment, space utilization, and comparison with peer institutions.
Enrollment is the primary driver in seven of the comparison states. Nevada and
California identified a combination of enrollment and space utilization, while Wyoming
focused on peer comparison to drive the funding formula. Of those comparison states
that use enrollment as one of the drivers or in combination, only Nevada based its
funding formula on enrollment projections. All others used actual enrollment figures
from the previous year. Wisconsin reported using operating costs as the most critical
component.
Regardless of the formula used, the ECS stated there was wide variation
concerning what percentage was actually funded by state legislatures. Nevada indicated
that instruction was actually funded at 100%, but the support functions were between
zero and 50%. Of the eight study states that reported percentages o f funding, California,
Colorado, North Carolina, Texas, Wisconsin, and Wyoming were at or near 100%,
whereas Michigan was closest to Nevada in degree of formula obligations met (ECS,
2000). These responses indicate that Nevada has one of the worst funding percentages of
states within the comparison group.
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Revenue Sources
A second important finance issue outlined in the survey used for purposes of the
comparison study was each state's percentage breakdown of general operating fimds for
community colleges. The categories listed as sources of support included federal, state,
local, tuition and fees, and other. The breakdown of the comparison states general
operating fimds for 1998-99 is displayed in Table 6 (ECS, 2000).

Table 6
Percentage Breakdown of General Operating Funds
States

Federal

State

Local

Tuition & Fees

California

3.80%

50.00%

44.50%

0.80%

Colorado

16.00%

42.00%

1.00%

24.00%

17.00%

Florida

0.25%

68.51%

0.02%

23.06%

8.00%

Georgia

10.00%

63.00%

14.00%

13.00%

-

Michigan

0.30%

26.50%

25.00%

23.20%

25.00%

Nevada

7.78%

63.30%

0.28%

23.05%

5.59%

North Carolina

3.20%

75.20%

12.90%

8.20%

0.50%

Oregon

11.50%

39.80%

19.90%

16.20%

12.50%

Texas

14.40%

37.90%

17.90%

19.90%

9.80%

25.00%

23.00%

30.70%

3.40%

17.00%

19.00%

Utah

-

52.00%

-

Other
-

Virginia

7.80%

57.70%

Washington

5.00%

59.00%

Wisconsin

4.00%

21.00%

53.00%

16.00%

-

Wyoming

-

63.00%

18.00%

19.00%

-

0.40%
-
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A majority of all states, including those in the comparison group, have access to
local tax revenues as a source of funding support for community colleges. Nevada is
among a minority number of comparison states (Florida, Utah, and Washington) that do
not use local taxes as a funding source. Most local tax revenues are generated through
property taxes. Alternative local revenue sources include bonds, sales tax, utility taxes,
motor vehicle taxes, and redevelopment funds. Additionally, Nevada's percentage of state
support for general operating dollars was higher than all but two of the selected states
(North Carolina and Florida) involved in the comparison study (ECS, 2000).
As in the case of operating support, sources of funding used to finance capital
construction for community colleges vary from state to state. Eight of the states in the
comparison study do not require local matching funds. They include Colorado, Florida,
Georgia, Nevada, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. States are fairly evenly
divided between those that use state appropriations for capital projects and those that do
not. Nevada falls under the second group which may not use general appropriations for
capital outlay support. The remaining comparison states that do not have access to state
funds for capital construction are Colorado, Michigan, North Carolina, Washington, and
Wisconsin. Currently, the State receives a S. 15 share per SI 00 of the property tax
assessed valuation (Nevada Faculty Alliance, 2002). This share is used to payoff general
obligation bonds the legislature authorizes each biennium for construction projects.
Enrollment Funding
A 1997 report by the National Center for Education Statistics disclosed that there
were more students enrolled at public community colleges than at public four-year
colleges. Community college enrollment went up more than 400% in the period between
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1965 and 1996. In addition, the percentage of high school graduates who plan to go on to
college is nearing 80% (AACC, 2001). Since these enrollment increases are expected to
continue in the future and resources are limited, state policymakers face difficult
decisions concerning enrollment funding and the percentage of costs students should pay.
Although all states have to report higher education full-time enrollment (FTE) of
students, each state is allowed to use its own definition of an FTE. The ECS 2000 state
funding survey reported that 37 states, including Nevada and a majority of the
comparison states, calculate one FTE equal to 30 annualized credit hours. Table 7
provides a comparison of definitions of full-time enrollment and average annual
expenditure per communily college student FTE 1998-99 for the states included in the
study.
Average expenditure per student FTE is calculated as the total educational and
general budget divided by total number o f FTE. The education budget includes
instruction and academic support, while the general budget is comprised of the support
functions (institutional support, operations & maintenance, and student services). This
budget does not include auxiliary enterprises and grant funding. Wisconsin's high
average expenditure is directly related to a high percentage of local support and more
expensive tuition (See Table 8). Differences in average expenditure per student can also
be explained by such factors as dependence on other sources of funding, growth rates,
cost of living, FTE definitions, and commitment to education.
Some states have established a policy that sets a target percentage for the student
share of cost of community college general operating funds. Of those states that have a
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Table 7

Comparison of Definitions of FTE and Average Expenditure per Community College
Student FTE

State

Average Expenditure
per Student FTE

Definitions of
FTE

Wisconsin

510,475

30 credit hours = one FTE

Michigan

9,055

31 credit hours = one FTE

Georgia

6,571

30 credit hours = one FTE

Nevada

5,796

30 credit hours = one FTE

Colorado

5,474

30 credit hours = one FTE

Wyoming

5,378

24 credit hours = one FTE

Utah

5,120

30 credit hours = one FTE

Florida

4,810

30 credit hours = one FTE

Virginia

4,762

30 credit hours = one FTE

North Carolina

4,748

512 hours = one FTE

Oregon

4,525

520 contact hours = one FTE

California

4,017

525 contact hours = one FTE

Washington

3,863

45 quarter credit hours = one FTE

target goal, the student percentage varies jfiom less than 25% to as high of 40%. Nevada
is among a large group of states that do not have a policy that sets tuition at a certain
percentage. Community college tuition rates also vary greatly among the states. A state
comparison of the average cost of tuition and fees is presented in Table 8 organized from
highest to lowest.
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Table 8

Average Cost of Tuition and Fees

State
Wisconsin

Average Cost of
Tuition and Fees
for Community Colleges
51,925

Oregon

1,688

Michigan

1,631

Washington

1,584

Colorado

1,557

Utah

1,429

Virginia

1,385

Florida

1,342

Wyoming

1,301

Nevada

1,230

Georgia

1,180

Texas

808

North Carolina

560

California

360

New Hampshire, which was not part of the comparison study, charged the highest
average community college tuition and fees, 53,520 (ECS, 2000). Nevada spending per
student was slightly above the average of comparison states, yet its annual tuition cost
was fifth lowest among the fourteen states studied. Higher tuition rates represent another
alternative means to increase funding support.
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Special Programs Funding
Another critical area in a funding study of community colleges is the state support
for special programs. A 1998 ECS survey of governors indicated that 86% of state
leaders believed job training and employment skills were important functions that should
be provided, and 97% recognized the importance of lifelong learning. These objectives
represent key functions that are widely accepted as part of the community college
mission. States have identified three types of revenue sources used to fund workforce
development: (1) specific funds for workforce development included in the state
appropriation, (2) other state funding sources used to support those activities, and (3)
nonstate funding sources for which community colleges may apply. Other state funding
sources not part of the community college appropriation were the state departments of
labor, vocational education, economic development, commerce, and human resources.
Nonstate sources included Perkins funds. Workforce Investment Act, Title XU, and adult
education. Nevada and five of the comparison states (Colorado, Georgia, North Carolina,
Oregon, and Washington), reported that they have access to and use all three types of
funding.
In addition to workforce development programs, community colleges have
continued to assume greater responsibility for remedial/developmental education due to
the increasing needs in higher education. A small group of states funds remedial courses
through general funds. Approximately half of all states and the comparison states fund
remedial courses the same way as credit courses, whereas Nevada and a few other states
use the state funding formula. In the case of Nevada, the formula for
remedial/developmental courses generates more funding than nonremedial credit courses.
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It costs more to deliver a developmental general education course than a nondevelopmental general education course because the student/faculty ratio is lower for
developmental programs (21:1) vs. non-developmental (26:1). The smaller class size is
attributed to the need for more intensive interaction with faculty. In addition to increased
faculty funding, the formula also provides more classified positions, operating dollars,
teaching assistants, and equipment funding.
Funding for distance education programs has raised a number of issues for state
policymakers. One of the important questions regarding state support is whether to
assess different tuition rates for distance education courses. Twelve of the fourteen
comparison study states (including Nevada) reported no difference between the distance
education tuition rate and the on-campus course rate for in state students. Only Colorado
and Michigan indicated a difference in rates for the two types of courses. Although most
states do charge out-of-state tuition to nonresident students enrolling via distance
education, Nevada is in the minority that do not (ECS, 2000).
Performance Measures
A current state policy trend affecting higher education in many states is the
increasing demand from state lawmakers to use performance measures in the funding
systems for colleges and universities. With this increased emphasis on accountability,
many finance systems are beginning to link performance initiatives to funding. Budget
allocations in three of the comparison states (Colorado, Florida, and North Carolina) are
made according to results and responsiveness to state needs. Ten of the thirteen
comparison states (California, Colorado, Florida, Michigan, North Carolina, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, and Wyoming) require community colleges, at the minimum, to
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report on specific performance indicators. In addition, three of the comparison states
(Colorado, North Carolina, and Virginia) have penalties or sanctions for poor
performance on indicators. There is a great deal of variation in the performance
indicators employed by state community college systems, but the four most prevalent are
job placement, transfer rates, graduation/degrees, and retention (ECS, 2000).
Nevada's Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education (2000)
recommended adding a performance mechanism that would not affect the base budget. If
adopted, it would only be used for one-time funding and be based on the performance of
the institutions. Actual measures would be jointly developed by the Governor,
Legislature, and UCCSN. Nevada has not as yet adopted any performance measures, but
they are under consideration for use in the future by the Legislature.
Funding Concerns
Aside from the other aforementioned areas identified in the finance survey, the
ECS Center for Community College Policy looked at emerging issues facing community
colleges. Without question, the biggest concern of college system officials was
increasing state and local support for community colleges along with improving the
means of funding colleges. Related to the issue of adequate funding is the need to
increase the state support for workforce and economic development, as well as finding a
way to deal with the increasing costs of technology. Five of the comparison group of
states (Colorado, Nevada, Oregon, Virginia, and Washington) reported that funding
projected enrollment growth was a critical policy concern. To support this contention,
Nevada predicted a 130% increase in high school graduates by 2008. Two of the
comparison states (Colorado and Virginia) also expressed concern over the use of tuition
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to offset inadequate state and local support for community colleges. For these states,
tuition costs are rising at the same time as state support is declining (ECS, 2000).
State Revenues and Expenditures
Using fiscal forecasts of state spending trends, the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education reports that, even under the assumption of normal economic
growth for the next several years, the vast majority of states will experience significant
fiscal deficits. Combined with past state patterns of dealing with shortfalls and the
avoidance of tax increases, this unfavorable fiscal projection is expected to hurt public
higher education spending in many states and subject higher education to greater scrutiny
in most every state. Nevada ranks dead last nationally, and accordingly within the
comparison group, in the fiscal outlook for states (See Table 9). Its anticipated state
shortfall, as a percent of baseline revenues in the eighth year of fiscal projections, is a
negative 18.3%. The baseline or current service represents current spending and
revenues. Projections are made by using current government policies and likely changes
in the environment to predict future fiscal conditions. In other words, it determines how
much revenue will be necessary to maintain the current level of service.
According to the fiscal forecast, only one of the comparison states is projected to
have a surplus (Michigan at .4%). The others have expected structural deficits ranging
from a -0.1% to -10.6%. If growth is less than normal, if taxes are decreased, or if states
increase spending in areas outside of higher education, the funding situation will likely
get worse (National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, 1999).
In conjunction with this information, a 2001 report by the National Association of
Sate Budget Officers (NASBO) provided additional state fiscal data. This fiscal survey
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Table 9

Protection
Rank

State

Percentage

1

Michigan

0.4

2

Oregon

-0.1

3

Wisconsin

-1.5

4

California

-2.8

5

North Carolina

-3.7

6

Utah

-4.3

7

Georgia

-6.5

8

Washington

-6.7

9

Virginia

-6.8

10

Colorado

-7.0

11

Texas

-7.8

12

Florida

-8.8

13

Wyoming

-10.6

14

Nevada

-18.3

of states included information regarding the states' general fund revenues, spending, and
ending balances. These are the funds used to pay most state services and usually tell a
great deal about the fiscal health of states. According to the NASBO report, the
recession o f2001 has negatively affected almost all states. Flat tax revenues are
expected in 2001 compared to 2000. Nineteen states, including five of the comparison
states (Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, Utah, and Virginia), made budget cuts after
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the fiscal 2001 budget was enacted. Widespread budget shortfalls have resulted due to
less than expected revenues combined with increasing costs, especially Medicaid and
health care expenses. Eleven of the thirteen comparison states also anticipate a budget
shortfall for fiscal year 2002 ranging anywhere from SI98 million to SI2.4 billion. No
budget shortfall was reported for Nevada as of January 2002 (See Table 10).

Table 10
State Budget Shortfalls Expected for Fiscal Year 2002
States

Estimated Budget shortfall

California

SI 2.4 billion

Colorado

S385 million

Florida

SI.3 billion

Georgia

S600 million

Michigan

SI.4 billion

Nevada

No shortfall reported

North Carolina

S700 - 900 million

Oregon

S700 million/two years

Texas

No shortfall reported

Utah

SI 98 million

Virginia

SI.3 billion

Washington

SI.25 billion/two years

Wisconsin

S264.8 million

Wyoming

No shortfall reported

All States

S40 billion
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To counter the adverse economic situation, states have been forced to reduce existing
budgets, postpone expenditures, use reserve funds, increase taxes, or even layoff workers
(NASBO, 2001).
Due to their low tuition and ability to serve many different types of students,
state policymakers are giving more attention to community colleges. Students can attend
a commmiity college for less than half the cost of a public four-year college. Two-year
colleges are more accessible, play an important role in economic development, help
workers retain and upgrade skills, and do whatever is necessary to meet community
needs. Despite increased state support for community colleges during the past decade,
funding has not kept up with the enrollment growth. Consequently, many colleges have
had to increase tuition which could mean some students may not be able to afford to go
to school. A Summer 2001 State Expenditure Report published by the National
Association of State Budget Officers disclosed that average spending for higher
education in 2000 was 10.9% of state expenditures. States also reported that higher
education spending increased 8.4% between 1999 and 2000, and is predicted to grow by
6.2% between 2000 and 2001. Tables 11,12, and 13 provide comparison data on state
higher education expenditures for fiscal 1999, fiscal 2000, and 2001 (NASBO, 2001).
Using the data from the NASBO 2001 State Expenditure Report, most all of the
states in the comparison study face difficult financial issues both currently and for the
next several years. In six of the fourteen states, higher education expenditures as a
percent of total state expenditures decreased between fiscal 2000 and fiscal 2001.
Nevada experienced the largest decrease of any of the comparison states at -.9%. In
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Table 11
Higher Education Expenditures As a Percent of Total State Expenditures
Fiscal
1999

Fiscal
2000

Fiscal
2001

California

9.9

9.5

9.0

Colorado

11.7

11.5

11.3

Florida

9.9

9.5

10.0

Georgia

14.1

14.5

15.6

Michigan

5.9

6.8

6.5

Nevada

8.5

9.4

8.5

North Carolina

13.3

13.0

14.4

Oregon

14.9

9.8

10.6

Texas

13.1

13.6

12.9

Utah

11.2

12.0

12.4

Virginia

14.2

14.3

13.5

Washington

15.8

16.3

18.3

Wisconsin

12.9

11.9

15.4

Wyoming

-

All States

10.8%

States

Not reported
10.9%
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Table 12
General Fund Higher Education Expenditures (S in Millions!

States

Actual Fiscal
1999

Actual Fiscal
2000

Estimated Fiscal
2001

California

5,142

5,469

6,587

666

711

743

Florida

2,746

3,022

3,207

Georgia

1,908

1,933

2,082

Michigan

1,923

2,038

2,107

316

306

315

2,209

2,365

2,353

518

612

610

3,997

4,512

4,466

527

546

690

Virginia

1,321

1,540

1,445

Washington

1,135

1,222

1,323

Wisconsin

1,106

1,145

1,323

Colorado

Nevada
North Carolina
Oregon
Texas
Utah

Wyoming

-

Not reported

-
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Table 13

Animal Percentage Change in State Higher Education Expenditures
Fiscal 1999 to 2000

Fiscal 2000 to 2001

California

5.8

18.1

Colorado

4.9

6.7

Florida

8.0

9.2

Georgia

5.8

6.0

Michigan

13.9

4.7

-

5.6

States

Nevada

6.6

-0.7

Oregon

-36.9

35.8

Texas

13.3

0.4

Utah

6.6

18.8

Virginia

9.4

-2.0

Washington

9.5

10.4

Wisconsin

6.0

2.0

North Carolina

Wyoming
All States

Not reported
8.4%

-

6.2%

addition. Nevada was also the only state in the comparison group that did not report an
increase in general fund higher education expenditures between 1999 and 2001. Lastly,
although Nevada's expenditures for higher education increased by 5.6% in 2001, this was
still below the average of 6.2% for all states. The average increase in higher education
spending for the comparison states was even higher, at 9.1 %. These measures are used
to address the adequacy of a state's fimding mechanism (NASBO, 2001).
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Interview Findings
The final data analyzed came firom the interviews conducted with the four chief
financial officers representing each of Nevada's community colleges and one UCCSN
official. Separate interview schedules were used for the group of college officers and the
System official. Answers obtained firom the respondents served to confirm earlier
information collected concerning the funding of community colleges in Nevada.
Furthermore, these responses contributed to the formation of suggestions to improve the
State's funding mechanism for two-year colleges.
The UCCSN official validated that the current State revenue resources for
community college appropriations were general fund dollars, student tuition and fees, and
other miscellaneous type funds (e.g., investment income). Additional revenues or a
broader tax base are under consideration by the Governor's Task Force on Tax Policy.
The official also reaffirmed that Nevada utilizes a funding formula that is driven by the
number of student FTE generated by each institution. Within the instruction function,
specific program costs (high, medium, low) determine the level of State support of the
different programs offered by community colleges. Sources of capital outlay funds
identified by the System officer included general fund monies, government bonds,
private donations, and a special higher education capital construction fund financed
through slot tax revenues.
Responses firom the community college chief financial officers indicated that the
funding formula was adequate. However, the formula was not fully funded. According
to the officers, the Legislature funded the formula at 81.55% for 2001- 02. The
percentage of funding will be reduced to 80.29% in 2002-03. Other than State
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appropriations and tuition fees, other revenue sources identified by the college officers
were estate tax funds, grants, private gifts, and discretionary funds (revenues firom
bookstore, vending, and food services). Each college has an internal operating budget
process to allocate funds to the various departments and programs.
When asked about the most critical funding issues facing Nevada community
colleges, the finance officers shared many of the same views. Each individual mentioned
the inadequate funding along with the concern over the State's ability to replace the estate
tax money in the general fund. Two of the officers observed that the community colleges
operated in a system dominated by universities, and that policymakers were not educated
enough about all of the great things community colleges do to benefit the citizens of the
State. Consequently, they said the universities consistently get better budget treatment
than the community colleges. A final major issue mentioned was the decreasing
percentage of the State budget that higher education receives.
All five respondents were asked to comment on recommendations to change the
funding mechanism. Every college officer believed that local tax support was something
to look at, although opinions varied related to its possible success. One officer felt that
local governments would not be willing to participate, and another said that only the
colleges in the larger population centers would benefit from local property taxes.
A second recommendation that was widely expressed concerned revisions to the
taxonomy. According to this view, there should be a clinical category added to the
program cost classification for community colleges that would result in increased funding
for such programs as nursing and dental hygiene. Presently, only the universities have a
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clinical component. One of the finance officers wanted more consistency across the
board in how courses are classified within the taxonomy.
Third, respondents suggested that the 60% full-time/40% part-time faculty
funding ratio needed to be changed. It was pointed out that the universities not only have
100% full-time funding, they also receive additional funds for graduate assistants and
have more money available to hire part-time faculty.
Another commonly held view was to find a way to get more formula money for
technology. One of the officers further stated that students were unfairly forced to
assume too much of the burden for technology through the per credit fee. Students
currently pay a technology fee of $4.00 per credit.
Finally, mixed opinions were given related to the level of tuition increases
needed. Views ranged fi"om tuition should be raised to keeping them about the same to
ensure higher education access for students.

Strategies for Improvement
The second research question in this study analyzed the funding strategies in
other selected states with the goal of improving the mechanisms used in Nevada to fund
community colleges.
2.

Are there strategies or funding devices emploved in these other states that offer
models or guidelines for improvement of the UCCSN formulas?
Two major elements of the funding devices used by other states that could prove

effective for Nevada were in the areas of local tax support and tuition rates. To support
this argument, the highly regarded Wisconsin System had the highest expenditure per
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student FTE, most expensive tuition, and the biggest percentage of local tax support
among the states analyzed. Wisconsin also has a funding formula that is fully funded.
This comparison study disclosed that Nevada was in a small group of states that do not
receive any local tax revenues. Therefore, the dependence on state resources has to be
much greater. Furthermore, only two other comparison states had a higher percentage of
state support for general operating funds than Nevada. With projected fiscal deficits and
the possibility o f budget cutbacks for the State, serious financing concerns have been
raised by college officials.
Another potential source of funds for Nevada community colleges is student
tuition and fees. According to the comparison results, Nevada's community college
tuition rates rank below most of the other states. Some of the college officers
interviewed also believe the tuition level should be raised to approach the average cost
for other community college systems. Related to tuition rates, Nevada is in the small
minority that do not charge out-of-state tuition to nonresident students enrolling via
distance education.

Summary
The funding comparison presented in this study indicated that Nevada, as in ten
of the thirteen selected states, continues to use a funding formula to determine State
appropriations for community colleges. In regards to meeting formula obligations,
however, Nevada ranked low compared to the other states. At the same time, Nevada
had the third highest dependence on state support for general operating funds.
Furthermore, Nevada was in a small minority of the comparison states that did not have
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access to local taxes as a funding source. The major concern identified by college system
officials representing most all states was to increase the funding support for community
colleges.
The data analysis reflected a wide variation in community colleges tuition rates
among the states. Nevada had the fifth lowest tuition in the comparison group. On a
related note, Nevada was one of the few states that do not charge out-of-state tuition to
nonresident students enrolled in distance education courses.
State fiscal outlooks were analyzed as an important factor in public higher
education spending. According to a report of the National Center for Public Policy, the
vast majority of states will experience significant fiscal deficits during the next several
years. Nevada had the most unfavorable fiscal projection both nationally and within the
comparison group. Another report by the National Association of State Budget Officers
stated that the 2001 recession had resulted in less than expected revenues and budget
shortfalls in almost all states. Combined with the increasing costs of medical and health
care, not to mention K-12, the economic situation is even worse for public colleges and
universities. Nevada, in particular, experienced the largest decline in higher education
expenditures as a percent of total expenditures among the comparison states between
2000 and 2001.
Personal interviews conducted with community college chief financial officers
and a UCCSN official added further insight regarding the funding of Nevada community
colleges. The results of the interviews demonstrated that Nevada's funding methodology
was basically similar to most of the comparison states with the exception of access to
local tax revenues. Although the respondents agreed the formula was adequate, the
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biggest problem in their view was that it was not fully funded. Consequently, additional
revenue sources must be identified. In addition, concerns were raised about the use of
the estate tax for general operating funds, the taxonomy, and the 60% full-time/40% parttime faculty funding ratio. Among the other remaining issues affecting community
colleges revealed throu^ the interviews included tuition rates, technology funding, and
the percentage of the State budget allocated for higher education.
Two financing strategies employed in other states that could benefit Nevada
community colleges included local taxes and tuition rates. Unlike most states, Nevada
does not have access to local tax revenues. Consequently, there is much greater
dependence on State support. The second element identified to increase funding for
community' colleges is tuition and fees. Nevada charges less tuition than the average of
other states. Both of these areas represent potential sources of additional funding.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
Throughout the histor>' of community' colleges in Nevada, a funding formula has
been used to allocate State appropriated funds to their two-year institutions. Since the
formula has never been fully funded and Nevada is facing possible budget shortfalls, the
most serious challenge for the State’s community colleges is to increase the funding
support. The problem is further compounded by the growing competition from Medicaid,
health care, and K-12 for the limited State resources. This study compared Nevada’s
funding mechanism for community colleges with other selected states to determine if
there were funding mechanisms that could be employed to improve the UCCSN formulas.

Summary of Findings
The purpose of this study was to compare the funding mechanisms for community
colleges in Nevada with the means used by other selected state to finance their public
two-year institutions. This information was then analyzed to discover alternative funding
devices with the goal of improving Nevada’s mechanism for financing community
colleges. The thirteen comparison states selected represented systems that were peer
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institutions o f Nevada community colleges or were highly regarded by the American
Association o f Community Colleges for their funding structures. The following states
comprised the comparison group: California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Michigan,
Nevada, North Carolina, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming. All of these states represented peers of Nevada’s two-year colleges except for
Wisconsin. Along with Oregon and Washington, Wisconsin was part of the highly
regarded category. Included in the criteria analyzed for Nevada and the selected states
were the appropriations process, sources of funding support, enrollment funding, special
programs funding, performance measures, state revenues and spending, and critical
issues.
First, in terms of the state appropriations process, Nevada is similar to the other
selected states. Eleven of the fourteen states, including Nevada, in this comparison study
use a funding formula to determine state appropriations. Whereas enrollment is the
primary driver of the formula in seven of the comparison states, Nevada and California
use a combination of enrollment and space utilization. Of all the states in the comparison
group, only Nevada based its funding formula on enrollment projections. The other states
used actual enrollment numbers from the previous year. While the degree to which state
legislatures actually funded the formula varied greatly, Nevada had one of the lowest
percentages among the comparison states.
A second criterion studied for purposes of the comparison was the percentage
breakdown o f sources of funding support for community colleges in each state. Nevada
was one of a minority of states that does not have access to local taxes as a funding
source. Correspondingly, Nevada had one of the highest percentages of state support.

R eproduced w ith perm ission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited w itho ut perm ission.

97

As in the vast majority of states involved in this research study, Nevada’s funding
depends on the full-time enrollment (FTE) of students. Most of the comparison states
along with Nevada calculate one FTE equal to 30 annualized credit hours. The State’s
expenditure per student FTE is above the average of other states in the comparison group.
However, Nevada’s annual tuition cost for community colleges is lower than most of the
other states.
Funding for special programs is another important area that was analyzed. In
regards to workforce development programs, Nevada and the other comparison states had
access to both state sources and federal funds to support such activities. For
remedial/developmental education, the formula used in Nevada generates higher funding
than non remedial credit courses. About half of the comparison states fund remedial
programs and credit courses the same. Distance education programs have raised a key
question for state policymakers related to tuition rate levels. In the case of resident
students, Nevada and all but two of the comparison states charge the same tuition for
distance education as other credit courses. Most of the states do charge out-of-state
tuition to nonresident students taking distance education classes, but Nevada does not.
Another area affecting higher education across the nation is the increasing use of
performance measures in the funding of colleges and universities. Ten of the comparison
states require community colleges to report on specific performance indicators, and in
four of these states, the results affect their budget allocations. A few of the states also
impose penalties or sanctions for poor performance on indicators. Although under
consideration by the Legislature, Nevada has not yet implemented performance measures.
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State fiscal data and spending trends were additional focal points for the
comparison study. Almost all of the states involved in this study are expected to
experience significant fiscal deficits during the next several years. Nevada ranked at the
bottom of the comparison group in fiscal outlook with a projected negative 18.3%
shortfall in revenues. Michigan was the only state projected to have a surplus. The
others had expected deficits that ranged from -.1% to -10.6%. Five comparison states
made budget cuts in 2001 due to flat tax revenues. Most all of the comparison states
anticipate budget shortfalls in 2002 ranging from $198 million to $12.4 billion.
Furthermore, higher education expenditures as a percentage of total state expenditures are
decreasing. Of the comparison states, Nevada reported the largest percentage decrease
(-.9%) in higher education expenditures between 2000 and 2001. In addition, although
the national average was 10.9% in 2001, Nevada’s percentage of state expenditures
allocated for higher education was 8.5%. This was second lowest among all of the states
in the comparison group.
The final area analyzed for the comparison was a discussion of critical issues
facing community colleges. The number one concern expressed by community college
officials representing the different states was the two-sided problem of increasing
financial support and improving the fimding method. Several o f the states also talked
about the need to obtain greater funding for workforce development along with what to
do about rising technology costs. Aside from these concerns, Nevada and four other
comparison states believed that funding enrollment growth was a major issue.
To add further information to this comparison study of funding mechanisms for
community colleges, a series of personal interviews was completed. The subjects of the
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interviews included the chief financial officers of the State’s four community colleges and
a UCCSN official. Answers obtained validated earlier information as well as provided a
unique perspective on Nevada’s method of funding community colleges. A lthou^ the
respondents agreed the formula was basically adequate, they stated it is not fully funded
by the Legislature (currently, about 80%). Among the critical issues identified by the
college officials were the fiill-time/part-time faculty funding ratio, replacement of estate
tax dollars in the operating budget, need to broaden the tax base to increase revenues,
taxonomy, and technology costs. Throughout the interviews, the major focus was to find
ways of increasing the funding for community colleges.
The comparison analysis identified two potential strategies that could be
implemented to improve Nevada’s funding mechanism for community colleges. The first
area concerned local tax base support. According to the data, Nevada was part of a
minority group of states that did not have access to local tax revenues as a funding source.
This has forced a much greater reliance on State support to fund Nevada community
colleges. An additional factor related to this issue is that the percentage of the overall
State budget allocated to higher education continues to decline.
The second strategy that offers an alternative to increase the funding of two-year
institutions in Nevada is tuition cost. This study indicated that Nevada’s cost of tuition
for community colleges was significantly below the amount charged by most of the other
comparison states. Raising student tuition rates represents another potential source of
funds for the State’s community colleges.
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Conclusions
According to the research presented in this study, two major strategies were
identified that offered alternatives to improve the fimding of community colleges in
Nevada. Using the highly regarded system o f Wisconsin as a model, the fimding sources
suggested were local tax support and tuition rates. Unlike most state systems, Nevada
does not draw support from local tax revenues. In addition, its tuition rates are lower than
the average of the other states. Therefore, these two areas received top consideration.
Although these appear to be sound strategies, it is doubtful that Nevada will adopt
either approach in the near future. Given the political realities in the State and the
prevailing philosophy against any substantive tax increase or changes, community
colleges likely won’t reap the benefits of local tax revenues real soon. Another
consideration regarding local funding is the governance issue. This may further require a
shift from a State Board of Regents to local board control. The current Board would
probably be reluctant to give up any power. As far as tuition rates go, the System will
likely continue to increase student tuition in gradual, small increments. The State’s
emphasis on improving the go-to-college rate and allowing access to higher education is
too great to expect anything else.
The key question then becomes where to find the money to support community
colleges in Nevada. First, the State should increase the percentage of the formula that is
funded to at least ninety percent. Unless this percentage is raised, the State is not meeting
its obligation under the formula. The increased funding would allow colleges to better
serve students and the communities. Next, the State’s funding formula for higher
education needs to be applied in a consistent and fair manner. This is especially true in
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the instruction formula where similar type programs should be funded the same between
the colleges and universities. In addition, the 60/40 full-time, part-time faculty funding
ratio suffers in comparison to the 100% funding the universities receive. This, in turn,
also affects funding for many of the support functions which are directly impacted by the
staffing ratios. These would be some good places to start in providing more adequate
funding and treating community colleges more equitably.
Aside from these recommended guidelines, each individual institution should
strive to identify alternative sources of funding. Here, colleges need to increase efforts to
obtain more grant funding. This represents a tremendous resource that could be better
utilized. Another potential source is private donations, although this will be more
difficult in cases where a college must compete with a university in the same community.
Colleges can also try to be more creative in how they deliver instruction. Distance
education is one example that may be used to cut down on the cost of classroom space
and facilities. Finally, the colleges have to continue to establish and nurture partnerships
with business and industry. Economic development and workforce training are critical to
the success o f area businesses as well as the State. If the colleges are to do their job well,
they must have the necessary resources. The support o f business and industry would
provide some much needed financial assistance.
Of all the challenges community colleges face, the biggest one of all may be to
communicate to State policymakers the tremendous benefit the colleges bring to the
citizens of Nevada they serve. Furthermore, it is hoped that this study will serve as a
useful tool to help State leaders gain a better understanding of community college finance
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issues. In such a highly competitive funding environment, these messages must get out.
Otherwise, Nevada community colleges will have to continue to do more with less.

Recommendations for Further Study
This study did not address the effects of inadequate funding on the individual
institutions of the Nevada community college system. A further study could perform a
more in-depth analysis of each college and the impact on its programs relating to the lack
of financial support. This could also be expanded to include what would happen to the
various constituencies served by the colleges.
Another issue that may merit further study is an exploration of the funding shift
for community colleges from local support to state support. In the beginning o f the
twentieth century, local revenues made up nearly all of the support for two-year colleges.
Data from 1992 indicates that state support was more than two % times greater than local
support. Such research could be used to identify the major contributing factors to this
trend. This is made all the more interesting due to the projected fiscal deficits for states
over the next several years.
Aside from these areas, a third recommended study could look at tuition and fees
for community colleges. Students attending two-year institutions have always paid
relatively cheap tuition for higher education opportunities. That may no longer be the
case because of declining state/local support and the increasing competition for limited
resources. Someone has to pick up the tab. Additionally, if the prices are perceived to be
too high, enrollments could go down.
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Lastly, a study could be done that would provide a more thorough analysis of
alternative revenue sources for community colleges. As issues involving state/local
support and tuition keep surfacing, other options may begin to have to share a greater
percentage of the funding burden. Included in this other category are such sources as
grants, private donations, investment income, and miscellaneous revenues. Whatever the
solution, funding concerns will continue to have the highest priority for community
colleges.

Summary
This research was a comparison study of funding mechanisms for public
community colleges. Nevada was compared with other selected states to develop an
improved UCCSN funding model. As a result of the funding comparison, the two major
strategies offered for consideration in Nevada involved local tax support and tuition rates.
Since Nevada community colleges do not have access to local revenues, this was
determined to be a potential source of funds. The second strategy to increase funding was
to raise tuition rates to the average cost charged by other state community college
systems.
Although these alternative funding guidelines have proved successful in other
state systems, a conclusion was reached that they would probably not be adopted soon in
Nevada. Avoidance of tax increases along with a mandate to improve the State’s go-tocollege rate were given as possible reasons against passage of the policies. Consequently,
additional funding sources would need to be identified. Among the areas mentioned were
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enhancements to the current funding formula, grant applications, private donations, more
efficient instructional delivery systems, and partnerships with business and industry.
The final section of the chapter presented recommendations for further study.
One o f the suggestions was to analyze the State’s community colleges on an individual
basis regarding funding issues. This would include the effects on the different
communities served by each institution. Another recommended study was to do a
comparative analysis of local and state fimding of community colleges. A study of tuition
and fees would also add to the literature. The last potential research area recommended
for further study was an exploration of alternative sources of funding (e.g., grants,
donations, investments, miscellaneous income). As pressures on state/local funding and
tuition continue to mount, these other revenues sources will become even more critical to
the fiscal health of community colleges.
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APPENDIX I

INTERVIEW SCHEDULES

Interview Questions for College Chief Financial Officer
1.

Is the current funding formula adequate in meeting the needs o f your institution?
If not, why?

2.

What percentage of the funding formula for your institution was actually funded
by the State in 2001-02?

3.

Aside fi’om state appropriations, federal funds, and student tuition and fees, what
other sources were used for general operating funds in 2001-02?

4.

What other sources have been used in the past?

5.

What additional non state revenue sources are being considered in the future by
your institution?

6.

How are operating funds allocated among the various programs in your
institution?

7.

What is the process used in making enrollment projections for your institution?

8.

Did your institution meet its enrollment target for 2001-02? If not, why?

9.

Are specific program enrollment targets used in your institution? If yes, what are
the consequences for a program not meeting its target?
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10.

Does your institution charge additional fees for distance education and/or lab
courses?

11.

What is the full-thne/part-time faculty ratio at your institution?

12.

Does the funding formula provide adequate resources for the hiring of new full
time faculty and the ability to attract part-time faculty? Why or why not?

13.

Does the funding formula provide adequate resources in support of expenditures
per student FTE? Why or why not?

14.

What was the approximate percentage of the total cost of community college
instraction in your institution funded by the (1) state, (2) student tuition fees, (3)
other?

15.

hr your view, what are the most critical funding issues facing Nevada’s
community colleges now and in the future?

16.

What changes in the current funding mechanism for Nevada’s community
colleges would you recommend?

Interview Questions for UCCSN Official
1.

How are state appropriations for community colleges determined by the
legislature?

2.

Are state appropriations for community colleges reflected as a single
appropriation for all community colleges, as part of the total appropriation for
higher education institutions, or allocated to individual institutions?
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3.

Does the legislature designate community college appropriations as a series of line
items, and if so, is legislative approval necessary to move funds between line
items?

4.

What are the current state revenue resources for community college appropriations
in Nevada?

5.

What, if any, additional sources are being considered for use in the future?

6.

What other state funds can community colleges apply for or access?

7.

How is FTE calculated for cormnunity colleges in Nevada?

8.

Is a funding formula used to determine appropriations for community colleges in
Nevada? If yes, what is the process for revising the formula?

9.

Is the funding formula used to determine total funds that should be allocated to
community colleges or to determine how funds are allocated to individual
institutions?

10.

What drives the formula?

11.

If the formula is based on enrollment, are community colleges funded based on
projected enrollment or previous year’s enrollment?

12.

If funds are based on projected enrollment, what are the consequences of not
meeting the target?

13.

Do non-credit enrollments generate any state support?

14.

Are specific program costs used as a factor in the funding formula for determining
the level of state support for the different programs offered by community
colleges?
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15.

Does dual/concurrent enrollment of K-12 students generate any state support for
community colleges? If yes, are concurrently enrolled students charged tuition?
Who pays it?

16.

What different sources have been used for capital outlay funds for Nevada’s
community college in the last five years?

17.

Do community colleges in Nevada receive specific funds for workforce
development activities as part of the state appropriation? If yes, describe the
process for the application and allocation of these funds.

18.

Are there non-state sources for which community colleges can apply to support
workforce development activities?

19.

How is developmental education funded in Nevada?

20.

Is there a different tuition rate for distance education courses versus traditional
courses? If yes, please explain.

21.

Is out-of state tuition charged to nonresident community college students enrolling
in distance education courses?

22.

What are the major issues concerning community college funding in Nevada?

23.

What significant changes are being considered regarding funding for community
colleges in Nevada?

R e p ro d u ce d with p erm ission of th e copyright ow ner. F u rth er reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

APPENDIX n

NEVADA COMMUNITY COLLEGE BUDGET
Community College o f Southern Nevada
State Supported Operating Budget
Revenues by Source
2 0 0 0 -2 0 0 1 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01
Operating
Revenue by Source

Budget

Difference

2001-02
% of
Total

Operating

% of

Budget

Total

2 0 0 1 -0 2 O v er 2 0 0 0 - 0 1
$

%

STATE APPROPRIATION
General Fund
Professional Salary Adjusunent
Qasslfled Salary Ad|ustment

4 8 ,1 3 7 ,0 4 5
O
2 1 9 ,4 3 3

7 2 .5 6 %
0 .0 0 %
0 .3 3 %

4 6 ,8 7 0 ,8 2 5
1 ,6 3 5 ,6 8 0
7 4 5 ,3 5 8

6 3 .4 2 % -1 ,2 6 6 ,2 2 0
2 .2 1 % 1 ,6 3 5 ,6 8 0
1.01%
5 2 5 ,9 2 5

Total State Appropriation

4 8 ,3 3 6 ,4 7 8

7 2 .8 9 %

4 9 ,2 5 1 ,8 6 3

6 6 .6 4 %

8 9 5 ,3 8 5

1 .8 5 %

1 3 ,3 5 0 ,0 0 0
2 ,1 2 0 ,7 9 1
1 8 5 ,2 8 8
4 1 ,0 0 0

2 3 .1 4 %
3 .2 0 %

2 1 .1 3 %
3 .46%
0 .1 4 %
0 .0 9 %
0 .5 4 %
8 .00%

2 6 6 ,8 6 1
4 3 3 ,5 9 0
-8 5 ,2 8 8
2 9 ,0 0 0

2 0 .4 4 %
-4 6 .0 3 %
7 0 .7 3 %

2 5 4 ,0 0 0
3 7 ,5 0 0

0 .2 8 %
0 .0 6 %
0 .3 8 %
0 .0 6 %

15,616,861
2 ,5 5 4 ,3 8 1
100 ,0 0 0
7 0 ,0 0 0
4 0 0 ,0 0 0
5 ,9 1 3 ,1 6 6

1 4 6 ,0 0 0
5 7 .4 8 %
5 ,8 7 5 ,6 6 6 5 6 6 8 .4 4 %

Total O ther Revenue Sources

1 7 ,9 8 8 ,5 7 9

2 7 .1 1 %

2 4 ,6 5 4 ,4 0 8

33.36%

6 ,6 6 5 ,8 2 9

TOTAL REVENUE

6 6 ,3 4 5 ,0 5 7

100.00%

7 3,906,271

100.00%

7 ,5 6 1 ,2 1 4

- 2 .6 3 %
2 3 9 .6 7 %

OTHER REVENUE SOURCES
Registration Fees
Non-Resident Tuition
Miscellaneous Student Fees
Indirect Cost Recovery
Operating Capital Investment
Estate Tax Credit
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1 .7 4 %

3 7 .0 6 %

1 1 .4 0 %
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 0 0 -0 1 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01
Operating Budget
FTE
$

2001-02
Operating Budget
FTE
$

Difference
FTE
$

INSTR H DEPT RESCH
OCCUP PROG
3 4 7 .9 3

1 2 ,7 9 1 ,8 7 8

3 9 7 .3 4

1 4 ,2 0 2 ,1 1 5

4 9 .4 1

1 ,4 1 0 ,2 3 7

9 7 .9 9

2 ,5 0 3 ,8 1 9

9 2 .5 0

2 ,8 1 3 ,3 5 2

-5 .4 9

3 0 9 ,5 3 3

Wages

0 .0 0

2 7 2 ,2 1 5

0 .0 0

3 6 3 ,7 8 6

0 .0 0

9 1 ,5 7 1

Fringe

0 .0 0

3 ,3 0 8 ,6 3 6

0 .0 0

3 ,3 2 5 ,1 2 1

0 .0 0

1 6 ,4 8 5

Operating

0 .0 0

1 ,4 1 8 ,2 5 6

0 .0 0

1,965,021

0 .0 0

5 4 6 ,7 6 5

44 5 .9 2

2 0 ,2 9 4 ,8 0 4

489 .8 4

2 2 ,6 6 9 ,3 9 5

4 3 .9 2

2 ,3 7 4 ,5 9 1

3 7 8 .8 0

1 3 ,5 8 5 ,3 7 6

3 6 3 .7 9

1 3 ,6 2 7 ,9 4 8

-15.01

4 2 ,5 7 2

53.21

1 ,3 1 7 ,8 2 9

53 .7 0

1 ,7 0 2 ,6 0 8

0 .4 9

3 8 4 ,7 7 9

Professional
Qassified

Total
GENERAL EDUCATION
Professional
Qassified
Wages

0 .0 0

1 0 ,1 2 0

0 .0 0

6 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

- 3 ,6 2 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

3 ,0 6 0 ,7 1 2

0.0 0

2 ,9 7 5 ,7 2 0

0 .0 0

-8 4 ,9 9 2

Operating

0 .0 0

1 ,6 6 9 ,6 1 9

0.0 0

1 ,7 4 2 ,5 6 5

0 .0 0

7 2 ,9 4 6

432.01

1 9 ,6 4 3 ,6 5 6

4 1 7 .4 9

2 0 ,0 5 5 ,3 4 1

-1 4 .5 2

4 1 1 ,6 8 5

- 5 8 9 ,4 7 5

Total
DEVELOPMENTAL

3 4 .0 7

9 0 8 ,9 8 9

9.26

3 1 9 ,5 1 4

-24.81

Qassified

i.OO

2 2 ,4 8 2

1.00

2 6 ,7 6 6

0 .0 0

4 ,2 8 4

Fringe

0 .0 0

1 0 9 ,3 02

0 .0 0

5 5 ,1 5 9

0 .0 0

-5 4 ,1 4 3

Operating

0 .0 0

9 ,3 0 0

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

-9 ,3 0 0

3 5 .0 7

1 ,0 5 0 ,0 7 3

10.26

4 0 1 ,4 3 9

-24.81

- 6 4 8 ,6 3 4

Teaching Assistant

0 .0 0

7 14 ,5 1 1

0 .0 0

8 9 3 ,2 4 2

0 .0 0

1 78,731

Fringe

0 .0 0

197,011

0 .0 0

196,717

0 .0 0

-2 9 4

0.0 0

9 1 1 ,5 2 2

0.0 0

1 ,0 8 9 ,9 5 9

0 .0 0

1 7 8 ,4 3 7

■Professional

Total
TEACHER ASSISTANT

Total
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 0 0 -0 1 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

$

FTE

D ifference
FTE

$

$

INSTR K DEPT RESCH
OCCUP PROG
Professional

3 47.93

1 2 ,791,878

3 9 7 .3 4

1 4 ,2 0 2 ,1 1 5

49.41

1 , 4 1 0 ,2 3 7

-5 .4 9

3 0 9 ,5 3 3
9 1 ,5 7 1

9 7 .9 9

2 ,5 0 3 ,8 1 9

9 2 .5 0

2 ,8 1 3 ,3 5 2

Wages

0 .0 0

2 7 2 ,2 1 5

0 .0 0

3 6 3 ,7 8 6

0 .0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

3 ,3 0 8 ,6 3 6

0 .0 0

3 ,3 2 5 ,1 2 1

0 .0 0

1 6 ,4 8 5

Operating

0 .0 0

1 ,4 1 8 ,2 5 6

0 .0 0

1,965,021

0 .0 0

5 4 6 ,7 6 5

4 4 5 .9 2

2 0 ,2 9 4 ,8 0 4

4 8 9 .8 4

2 2 ,6 6 9 ,3 9 5

4 3 .9 2

3 7 8 .8 0

1 3 ,5 8 5 ,3 7 6

3 6 3 .7 9

1 3 ,6 2 7 ,9 4 8

-15.01

4 2 ,5 7 2

53.21

1 ,3 1 7 ,8 2 9

5 3 .7 0

1 ,7 0 2 ,6 0 8

0 .4 9

3 8 4 ,7 7 9

0.00
0.00
0.00

10,120

6 ,5 0 0

0.00

- 3 ,6 2 0

2 ,9 7 5 ,7 2 0

0 .0 0

- 8 4 ,9 9 2

1 ,6 6 9 ,6 1 9

0.00
0.00
0.00

1 ,7 4 2 ,5 6 5

0.00

7 2 ,9 4 6

432.01

1 9 ,6 4 3 ,6 5 6

4 1 7 .4 9

2 0 ,0 5 5 ,3 4 1

-14.52

41 1 ,6 8 5

3 4 .0 7

9 0 8 ,9 8 9

9 .2 6

3 1 9 ,5 1 4

-24.81

-5 8 9 ,4 7 5

Classified

1.00

2 2 ,4 8 2

2 6 ,7 6 6

Fringe

0.00
0.00

109,302

0.00
0.00
0.00

•5 4 ,1 4 3

9 ,3 0 0

1.00
0.00
0.00

3 5 .0 7

1,050,073

10.26

4 0 1 ,4 3 9

-24.81

-6 4 8 ,6 3 4

0.00
0.00

714,511

8 9 3 ,2 4 2
1 9 6 ,7 1 7

0.00
0.00

1 7 8 ,731

197,011

0.00
0.00

0.00

9 1 1 ,5 2 2

0.00

1 ,089,959

0.00

1 7 3 ,4 3 7

Classified

Total

2 ,3 7 4 ,5 9 1

GENERAL EDUCATION
Professional
Classified
Wages
Fringe
Operating
Total

3 ,0 6 0 ,7 1 2

DEVELOPMENTAL
Professional

Operating
Total

5 5 ,1 5 9

0

4 ,2 8 4
- 9 ,3 0 0

TEACHER a s s is t a n t
Teaching Assistant
Fringe
Total
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 00-0 1 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Opersting Budget

FTE

$

FTE

Difference
FTE

$

$

INSTR S DEPT RESCH
OCCUP PROG
347.93

1 2 ,7 9 1 ,8 7 8

3 9 7 .3 4

1 4 ,2 0 2 ,1 1 5

49.41

1 ,4 1 0 ,2 3 7

97 .9 9

2 ,5 0 3 ,8 1 9

9 2 .5 0

2 ,8 1 3 ,3 5 2

-5 .4 9

3 0 9 ,5 3 3

Wages

0 .0 0

2 7 2 ,2 1 5

0 .0 0

3 6 3 ,7 8 6

0 .0 0

9 1 ,5 7 1

Fringe

0.00

3 ,3 0 8 ,6 3 6

0 .0 0

3,325,121

0 .0 0

1 6 ,4 8 5

Operating

0.0 0

1 ,4 1 8 ,2 5 6

0 .0 0

1,965,021

0 .0 0

5 4 6 ,7 6 5

445.92

2 0 ,2 9 4 ,8 0 4

4 8 9 .8 4

2 2 ,6 6 9 ,3 9 5

4 3 .9 2

2 ,3 7 4 ,5 9 1

378.8 0

1 3 ,5 8 5 ,3 7 6

3 6 3 .7 9

13,627,948

-15.01

4 2 ,5 7 2

53.21

1 ,3 1 7 ,8 2 9

5 3 .7 0

1,702,608

0 .4 9

3 8 4 ,7 7 9

Wages

0 .0 0

10,1 20

0 .0 0

6 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

- 3 ,6 2 0

Fringe

0.00

3 ,0 6 0 ,7 1 2

0 .0 0

2 ,9 7 5 ,7 2 0

0 .0 0

-8 4 ,9 9 2

Operating

0.0 0

1 ,6 6 9 ,6 1 9

0 .0 0

1,742,565

0 .0 0

7 2 ,9 4 6

432.01

1 9 ,6 4 3 ,6 5 6

4 1 7 .4 9

20,0 5 5 ,3 4 1

-1 4.52

4 1 1 ,6 8 5

34 .0 7

9 0 8 ,9 8 9

9 .2 6

319 ,5 1 4

-24.81

- 5 8 9 ,4 7 5

Classified

1.00

2 2 ,4 8 2

1.00

26,766

0 .0 0

4 ,2 8 4

Fringe

0.0 0

1 0 9 ,3 0 2

0 .0 0

55 ,1 5 9

0 .0 0

-5 4 ,1 4 3

Operating

0.00

9 ,3 0 0

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

■ 9,300

35.07

1 ,0 5 0 ,0 7 3

10.26

401,439

-24.81

-6 4 8 ,6 3 4

Teaching Assistant

0.00

7 1 4 ,5 1 1

0 .0 0

893,242

0 .0 0

178,731

Fringe

0.00

197,01 I

0 .0 0

196,717

0 .0 0

-2 9 4

0.00

9 1 1 ,5 2 2

0 .0 0

1,089,959

0 .0 0

1 7 8 ,4 3 7

Professional
Classified

Total
GENERAL EDUCATION
Professional
Qassified

Total
DEVELOPMENTAL
Professional

Total
TEACHER ASSISTANT

Total
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 0 0 -0 1 Operating Budget, 2001 -02 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

$

FTE

Difference
FTE

s

$

TOTAL INSTR at DEPT RESCH
Professional
Teaching Assistant
Qassified

7 6 0 .8 0

2 7 ,2 8 6 ,2 4 3

7 7 0 .3 9

2 8 ,1 4 9 ,5 7 7

9 .5 9

0 .0 0

714,511

0 .0 0

8 9 3 ,2 4 2

0 .0 0

1 7 8 ,7 3 1

152 .2 0

3 ,8 4 4 ,1 3 0

1 4 7 .2 0

4 ,5 4 2 ,7 2 6

-5.00

6 9 8 ,5 9 6

8 6 3 ,3 3 4

Wages

0 .0 0

2 8 2 ,3 3 5

0 .0 0

3 7 0 ,2 8 6

0 .0 0

8 7 ,9 5 1

Fringe

0 .0 0

6,675,661

0 .0 0

6 ,5 5 2 ,7 1 7

0 .0 0

- 1 2 2 ,9 4 4

Operating

0 .0 0

3 ,0 9 7 ,1 7 5

0 .0 0

3 ,7 0 7 ,5 8 6

0 .0 0

6 1 0 ,4 1 1

9 1 3 .0 0

4 1 ,9 0 0 ,0 5 5

9 1 7 .5 9

4 4 ,2 1 6 ,1 3 4

4 .5 9

2 ,3 1 6 ,0 7 9

0 .0 0

1 ,7 5 6
1,2 2 1

Total
PUBLIC SERVICE
CTR FOR BUS a t IND TRN
Professional

0 .6 0

2 1 ,5 2 5

0 .6 0

23,281

Qassified

0 .5 0

. 14,041

0 .5 0

15,262

0 .0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

9,198

0 .0 0

9,813

0 .0 0

615

Operating

0 .0 0

2 4 ,8 4 8

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

-2 4 ,8 4 8

1 .10

6 9 ,6 1 2

1.10

48,356

0 .0 0

- 2 1 ,2 5 6

0 .6 0

2 1 ,5 2 5

0 .6 0

23,281

0 .0 0

1 ,7 5 6
1,221

Total
TOTAL PUBLIC SERVICE
Professional
Qassified

0 .5 0

14,041

0 .5 0

15,262

0 .0 0

Fringe

O.CO

9,198

0 .0 0

9,813

0 .0 0

615

Operating

0 .0 0

24 ,8 4 8

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

-2 4 ,8 4 8

1.10

69 ,6 1 2

1.10

48,356

0 .0 0

-2 1 ,2 5 6

7 .50

474,331

4 .5 0

322,225

■3.00

■ 152,106

0 .0 0

-4 1 ,9 5 5

Total
ACADEMIC SUPPORT
V P ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
Professional
Fringe

0 .0 0

108,407

66,452

0 .0 0

Operating

0 .0 0

5 6 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

45,000

0 .0 0

-1 1 ,0 0 0

O S Travel

0 .0 0

3 0 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

25,000

0 .0 0

-5 ,0 0 0

7.50

6 6 8 ,7 3 8

4.50

456 ,6 7 7

■3.00

■210,06 1

Total
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Community College of Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 000-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

$

Difference

$

FTE

$

4 3 ,2 0 4

PROVOST, CHEYENNE CAMPUS
Professional

3.0 0

215,901

4.00

2 5 9 ,1 0 5

1.00

Qassified

2 .0 0

6 3 ,1 0 4

2.0 0

7 0 ,2 7 7

0 .0 0

7 ,1 7 3

Fringe

0 .0 0

61,8 4 2

0.00

6 7 ,2 5 0

0 .0 0

5 ,4 0 8

Operating

0 .0 0

17,650

0.00

I 7,650

0 .0 0

0

5.00

3 5 8 ,4 9 7

6.00

4 1 4 ,2 8 2

I.OO

5 5 ,7 8 5

Professional

1.00

6 3 ,3 5 9

1.00

67,541

0 .0 0

4 ,1 8 2

Fringe

0 .0 0

12,449

0.00

12,731

0 .0 0

282

Operating

0 .0 0

5 5 ,0 0 0

0.00

0

0 .0 0

- 5 5 ,0 0 0

1.00

130,808

I.OO

8 0 ,2 7 2

0 .0 0

-5 0 ,5 3 6

Professional

I.OO

109,213

1.00

1 16,742

0 .0 0

7 ,5 2 9

Classified

2 .0 0

56,241

2.00

6 3 ,3 0 5

0 .0 0

7 ,0 6 4

Fringe

0 .0 0

33 ,7 6 6

0.00

34,581

0 .0 0

815

Operating

0 .0 0

14,500

0.00

1 1,500

0 .0 0

-3 ,0 0 0

3.00

2 1 3 ,7 2 0

3.00

2 2 6 ,1 2 8

0 .0 0

1 2 ,4 0 8

Professional

2 .0 0

157,265

2.00

163,450

0 .0 0

6 ,1 8 5

Classified

2.0 0

6 2 ,4 7 8

2.00

6 3 ,1 6 0

0 .0 0

682

Wages

0 .0 0

700

0.0 0

0

0 .0 0

-7 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

45,481

0.00

44,708

0 .0 0

-7 7 3

Operating

0 .0 0

17,100

0.0 0

1 1,000

0 .0 0

-6 ,1 0 0

4.00

2 8 3 ,0 2 4

4.00

2 8 2 ,3 1 8

0 .0 0

-7 0 6

Professional

2 .0 0

162,633

2.00

174,501

0 .0 0

11,868

Wages

0 .0 0

0

0.00

2,500

0 .0 0

2 ,5 0 0

Fringe

0.0 0

2 7 ,7 0 7

0.0 0

27,71 1

0 .0 0

4

0 .0 0

5,000

0.0 0

5,000

0 .0 0

0

2.00

195,340

2 00

209 ,7 1 2

0 .0 0

14,372

Total
ACADEMIC SUPPORT

Total
PROVOST, HENDERSON CAMPUS

Total
PROVOST, WEST CHARLESTON CAMPUS

Total
RURAL H URBAN CENTERS

Operating
Total
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
20 0 0 -0 1 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

$

Difference
FTE

$

$

ACADEMIC COMPUTING SVCS
Professional

3.0 0

137,581

5 .0 0

2 3 9 ,9 3 3

2.CC

Classified

0 .0 0

0

0 .7 5

16,200

0 .7 5

1 6 ,2 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

3 1 ,3 5 6

0 .0 0

6 2 ,3 5 8

0 .0 0

3 1 ,0 0 2

Operating

0 .0 0

7 1 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

4 7 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

- 2 4 ,0 0 0

3 .00

2 3 9 ,9 3 7

5.7 5

365,491

2 .7 5

1 2 5 ,5 5 4

Professional

2 .0 0

133,943

5 .0 0

3 0 8 ,3 5 9

3 .0 0

1 7 4 ,4 1 6

Classified

2 .5 0

7 0 ,0 1 7

2 .5 0

7 7 ,2 8 8

0 .0 0

7 ,2 7 1

Fringe

0.0 0

49,031

0 .0 0

8 5 ,6 5 4

0 .0 0

3 6 ,6 2 3

4.50

252 ,9 9 1

7.50

471,301

3 .0 0

2 1 8 ,3 1 0

Professional

2.0 0

137,582

0.0 0

0

-2 .0 0

-1 3 7 ,5 8 2

Fringe

0.0 0

2 6 ,1 6 6

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

-2 6 ,1 6 6

2.00

163,748

0 .0 0

0

-2 .0 0

- 1 6 3 ,7 4 8

Professional

4.00

2 3 5 ,7 9 2

4.00

225 ,1 9 6

0 .0 0

-1 0 ,5 9 6

Classified

1.50

4 4 ,2 3 1

1.50

4 7 ,0 3 4

0 .0 0

2 ,8 0 3

Fringe

0.00

6 1 ,7 6 3

0 .0 0

6 4 ,9 4 2

0 .0 0

3 ,1 7 9

5.50

3 4 1 ,7 8 6

5.50

337,172

0 .0 0

-4 ,6 1 4

9.00

4 7 1 ,7 3 7

8.00

439,791

• I .0 0

-3 1 ,9 4 6

Total
CONTINUING EDUCATION

Total
INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS

Total
CLINICAL SERVICES

Total
AV/COMPUTER REPAIR
Professional
Classified

2.00

78,703

2.0 0

9 4 ,4 4 7

0 .0 0

15,744

Wages

0.00

2 5 ,0 0 0

0.0 0

80 ,4 0 0

0 .0 0

5 5 ,4 0 0

Fringe

0.00

125,403

0.0 0

126,272

0 .0 0

869

Operating

0.00

155,000

0.0 0

2 6 1 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

1 0 6 ,0 0 0

1 1.00

8 55 ,8 4 3

10.00

1,001,910

-1.00

1 4 6 ,067

Total
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Community College of Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2000-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

S

Difference

$

FTE

$

TELEMEDIA SERVICES
Professional

1.00

4 4 ,0 3 9

2.0 0

100,844

1.00

5 6 ,8 0 5

Classified

4 .0 0

127,482

5.0 0

166,870

1.00

3 9 ,3 8 8

Wages

0 .0 0

8 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

18,720

0 ,0 0

1 0 ,2 2 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

5 3 ,4 3 4

0 .0 0

74,156

0 .0 0

2 0 ,7 2 2

Operating

0 .0 0

5 0 ,6 0 0

0 .0 0

6 5 ,6 0 0

0 .0 0

15 , 0 0 0

5 .0 0

2 8 4 ,0 5 5

7.0 0

4 2 6 ,1 9 0

2 .0 0

1 4 2 ,1 3 5

Total
LIBRARY
Professional

10.00

5 00 ,1 3 6

8.00

453 ,3 3 2

-

2.00

- 4 6 ,8 0 4

Qassified

12.26

349,465

11.75

371,661

-0.51

2 2 ,1 9 6

Wages

0.00

48 ,0 0 0

38,5 0 0

Fringe

0.00

2 2 8 ,4 4 4

204,9 8 3

Operating

0.00

153,150

0.00
0.00
0.00

2 2 .2 6

1,279,195

19.75

1,137,946

-2.51

- 1 4 1 ,2 4 9

0 .0 0

265 ,5 9 5

0 .0 0

557,295

0 .0 0

2 9 1 ,7 0 0

0 .0 0

265,5 95

0 .0 0

557,295

0 .0 0

2 9 1 ,7 0 0

Total

69 ,4 7 0

0.00
0.00
0.00

- 9 ,5 0 0
-2 3 ,4 6 1
- 8 3 ,6 8 0

BOOK ACQU ec EQUIP
Operating
Total
GRANT ADMIN

0.00

0

3.0 0

185,400

3.00

1 8 5 ,4 0 0

Fringe

0.00

0

0.00

42,764

0.00

4 2 ,7 6 4

Operating

0.00

0

0.00

16,000

0.00

16,000

0.00

0

3.0 0

244 ,1 6 4

3.0 0

2 4 4 ,1 6 4

Professional

5.00

412 ,8 5 7

9 .0 0

754,713

4 .0 0

3 4 1 ,8 5 6

Fringe

0 .0 0

87,842

0 .0 0

144,019

0 .0 0

5 6 ,1 7 7

5.00

500,699

9.0 0

898,732

4.0 0

3 9 8 ,0 3 3

Professional

T otal
DEANS, ACADEMIC SUPPORT

T o tal
SITE ADMIN-GREEN VALLEY
Professional

0.00

1.00

57,000

1.0 0

5 7 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0.00

0 .0 0

11,457

0 .0 0

1 1 ,4 5 7

0.00

1.00

1.00

6 8 ,4 5 7

T otal

68,4 5 7
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
20 00-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

$

Difference

$

FTE

$

SITE ADMIN-SUMMERLIN
Professional

0.00

0

1.00

58 ,8 0 9

1.00

5 8 ,8 0 9

Fringe

0.00

0

0 .0 0

11,393

0 .0 0

1 1 ,3 9 3

0.00

0

1.00

70,202

1.00

7 0 ,2 0 2

Total
SITE ADMIN-WESTERN
Professional

0.0 0

0

0 .0 0

10,000

0 .0 0

1 0 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0.00

0

0 .0 0

95 0

0 .0 0

950

0 .00

0

0 .0 0

10,950

0 .0 0

1 0 ,9 5 0

Total
SITE ADMIN-PAHRUMP
Professional

0 .00

0

0 .5 0

2 7 ,0 0 0

0 .5 0

2 7 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0.00

0

0 .0 0

5,317

0 .0 0

5 ,3 1 7

0.0 0

0

0 .5 0

32,317

0 .5 0

3 2 ,3 1 7

Total
SITE SUPPORT

0 .0 0

0

0.0 0

2,500

0 .0 0

Fringe

0.00

0

0.0 0

138

0 .0 0

138

Operating

0.00

0

0 .0 0

1,500

0 .0 0

1 ,5 0 0

0.00

0

0 .0 0

4,138

0 .0 0

4 ,1 3 8

Professional

52.50

3 ,2 5 6 ,3 6 9

61.0 0

3,963,941

8.50

7 0 7 ,5 7 2

Classified

28.26

851,721

29 .5 0

970 ,2 4 2

1.24

118,521

0.00

8 2 ,2 0 0

0.0 0

142,620

0 .0 0

6 0 ,4 2 0

0 .0 0

1,087,836

0.0 0

1 3 4 ,7 4 5

Wages

Total

.

2 ,5 0 0

TOTAL ACADEMIC SUPPORT

Wages
Fringe

0.00

9 5 3 ,0 9 !

Operating

0.00

8 6 0 ,5 9 5

0 .0 0

1,108,015

0.0 0

2 4 7 ,4 2 0

O-S Travel

0.00

3 0 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

25,0 0 0

0.0 0

■5,000

80.76

6 ,0 3 3 ,9 7 6

90 .5 0

7,297,654

9.74

1,263,678

Total
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 0 0 -0 1 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

$

FTE

$

Difference
FTE

$

1 9 ,7 1 I

STUDENT SERVICES
VP - COLLEGE SVCS
Professional

2 .0 0

159,698

2 .0 0

179,409

0 .0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

2 9 ,0 9 2

0 .0 0

2 8 ,5 8 3

0 .0 0

-5 0 9

Operating

0 .0 0

3 7 ,0 0 0

0.0 0

7 8 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

4 1 ,5 0 0

O-S Travel

0 .0 0

15,000

0 .0 0

10,000

0 .0 0

- 5 ,0 0 0

2 .0 0

2 4 0 ,7 9 0

2 .0 0

2 9 6 ,4 9 2

0 .0 0

5 5 ,7 0 2

Professional

3 .0 0

162,582

0 .0 0

0

-3 .0 0

- 1 6 2 ,5 8 2

Fringe

0 .0 0

3 4 ,1 3 4

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

- 3 4 ,1 3 4

Operating

0 .0 0

10 ,0 0 0

0.0 0

0

0 .0 0

- 1 0 ,0 0 0

3 .0 0

2 0 6 ,7 1 6

0.00

0

-3 .0 0

-2 0 6 ,7 1 6

Total
STUDENT DIVERSITY CENTER

Total
ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT

7.0 0

3 7 1 ,7 3 5

1 1.00

541,818

4 .0 0

1 7 0 ,0 8 3

11.00

2 97,871

13.00

375,9 1 7

2 .0 0

7 8 ,0 4 6

Wages

0 .0 0

6 0 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

8 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 5 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

175,554

0 .0 0

2 31,895

0 .0 0

5 6 ,5 4 1

Operating

0 .0 0

9 3 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

9 4 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

1 ,0 0 0

18.00

9 9 7 ,9 6 0

2 4 .0 0

1,328,630

6.00

3 3 0 ,6 7 0

Professional

8.00

3 9 2 ,6 8 2

15.00

698,292

7.0 0

3 0 5 ,6 1 0

Classified

3 .0 0

7 0 ,3 9 2

9 .00

239,481

1 6 9 ,0 8 9

Wages

0.00
0.00
0.00

3 3 ,5 0 0

19,000

115,590

247,798

9 6 ,8 0 0

0.00
0.00
0.00

50,600

6.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

11.00

7 0 8 ,9 6 4

24 .0 0

1,255,171

13.00

Professional
Classified

Total
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT CENTER

Fringe
Operating
Total
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Community College of Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2000-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

s

s

D ifference
FTE

$

COUNSELING
15.00

8 8 8 ,3 4 6

2 2 .0 0

1,336,811

7 .0 0

Qassified

5 .0 0

1 39,382

7.00

2 0 2 ,6 9 4

2 .0 0

6 3 ,3 1 2

Wages

0 .0 0

5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

3 0 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 5 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

2 4 4 ,4 91

0 .0 0

3 4 0 ,6 4 9

0 .0 0

9 6 ,1 5 8

Operating

0 .0 0

3 9 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

4 1 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 ,0 0 0

2 0 .0 0

1 ,3 1 6 ,2 1 9

2 9 .0 0

1 ,9 5 1 ,1 5 4

9 .0 0

6 3 4 ,9 3 5

Wages

0 .0 0

5 0 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

7 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 5 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

2 ,7 5 0

0 .0 0

3 ,7 5 0

0 .0 0

1 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

5 2 ,7 5 0

0 .0 0

7 8 ,7 5 0

0 .0 0

2 6 ,0 0 0

Professional

Total

4 4 8 ,4 6 5

RETENTION

Total
DISABLED SERVICES
Professional

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

10,000

0 .0 0

1 0 ,0 0 0

Wages

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

100,000

0 .0 0

1 0 0 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

7 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

7 ,5 0 0

Operating

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

7,7 0 0

0 .0 0

7 ,7 0 0

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

125,200

0 .0 0

1 2 5 ,2 0 0

Professional

2 .0 0

1 0 5,600

5.00

240,71 1

3 .0 0

135,1 11

Classified

8.00

2 4 9 ,6 7 0

9 .0 0

2 7 6 ,3 9 6

1.00

2 6 ,7 2 6

Wages

0 .0 0

2 0 ,0 0 0

0.00

2 0 ,0 0 0

0 .00

0

Fringe

0.00

9 4 ,9 0 2

0.00

134,280

0 .0 0

3 9 ,3 78

Operating

0.00

5 3 ,0 0 0

0.00

4 8 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

-5 ,0 0 0

10.00

5 2 3 ,1 7 2

14.00

7 19,387

4 .0 0

1 9 6 ,2 1 5

Professional

1.00

5 7 ,7 8 4

1.00

60,096

0 .00

2,3 12

Fringe

0.00

1 1,798

0.00

11,370

0 .00

72

Operating

0.00

1,000

0.00

1,000

0.0 0

0

1.00

70,582

1.00

72,966

0.00

2 ,3 8 4

Total
FINANCIAL AIDS

Total
STUDENT a c t iv it ie s

Total
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. Community College of Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2000-01 Operating Budget, 2001 -02 Operating Budget
2 0 0 0 -0 1

2 0 0 1 -0 2

Operating Budget
FTE
in t e r n a t io n a l

Operatin g Budget
FTE

$

D ifference
FTE

$

$

STUDENTS

Professional

0 .0 0

0

4 .00

2 2 7 ,1 0 4

4 .0 0

2 2 7 ,1 0 4

Qassified

0 .0 0

0

1.00

2 4 ,4 8 5

1.00

2 4 ,4 8 5

Wages

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

15,000

0 .0 0

1 5 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

4 8 ,1 5 7

0 .0 0

4 8 ,1 5 7

Operating

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

100,000

0 .0 0

1 0 0 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

0

5 .0 0

4 1 4 ,7 4 6

5 .0 0

4 1 4 ,7 4 6

Professional

0 .0 0

0

1.00

106,000

1.00

1 0 6 ,0 0 0

Qassified

0 .0 0

0

1.00

2 2 ,3 1 9

1.00

2 2 ,3 1 9

Wages

0 .0 0

0

0.00

16,600

0 .0 0

1 6 ,6 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

0

0.0 0

2 3 ,2 2 2

0 .0 0

2 3 ,2 2 2

Operating

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

31,9 0 0

0 .0 0

3 1 ,9 0 0

0 .0 0

0

2.0 0

200,041

2 .0 0

2 0 0 ,0 4 1

Professional

38.00

2 ,1 3 8 ,4 2 7

61.00

3,400,241

2 3 .0 0

1 ,2 6 1 ,8 1 4

Classified

27.00

757,315

40.00

1,141,292

13.00

3 8 3 ,9 7 7

Wages

0.00

168,500

0.00

3 6 0 ,6 0 0

0.00

1 9 2 ,1 0 0

Fringe

0.00

7 0 8 ,11 I

0.00

1,077,704

0.00

3 6 9 ,5 9 3

Operating

0.00

329 ,8 0 0

0.00

4 5 2 ,7 0 0

0.00

1 2 2 ,9 0 0

O-S Travel

0.00

15,000

0.00

10,000

0.00

-5 ,0 0 0

6 5 .0 0

4,1 1 7 ,1 5 3

101.00

6 ,4 4 2 ,5 3 7

36.00

2 ,3 2 5 ,3 8 4

Professional

2.00

204,948

4.00

336,731

2.00

1 3 1 ,7 8 3

Fringe

0 .0 0

38,749

0 .0 0

59,956

0 .0 0

2 1 ,2 0 7

Operating

0 .0 0

17,000

0 .0 0

18,000

0 .0 0

1,0 0 0

O-S Travel

0 .0 0

8,250

0 .0 0

9 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

750

Toul
MILLENNIUM RETENTION

Total
TOTAL STUDENT SERVICES

Total
INSTIT'L SUPPORT
PRESIDENT'S OFFICE

Total

2 .0 0

268,947

4.0 0

4 2 3 ,6 8 7

2 .0 0
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2000-01 Operating Budget, 2001 -02 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

$

FTE

Difference

$

FTE

$

BUSINESS SERVICES
Professional

2 .0 0

I 18,809

3.0 0

175,658

1.00

5 6 ,8 4 9

Qassified

6.0 0

192,898

7.00

223,432

1.00

3 0 ,5 3 4

Fringe

0 .0 0

81,695

0 .0 0

99,562

0 .0 0

I 7 ,8 6 7

Operating

0 .0 0

3 1 ,7 5 0

0 .0 0

3 9 ,4 0 0

0 .0 0

7 ,6 5 0

8.0 0

4 2 5 ,1 5 2

10.00

538,052

2 .0 0

1 1 2 ,9 0 0

Total
CONTROLLER'S OFC

2 .0 0

128,060

1.00

68,000

-1 .0 0

-6 0 ,0 6 0

10.00

2 8 1 ,3 2 9

13.00

377,572

3 .0 0

9 6 ,2 4 3

Wages

0 .0 0

10,000

0.0 0

0

0 .0 0

- 1 0 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

112,140

0.0 0

120,446

0 .0 0

8 ,3 0 6

Operating

0 .0 0

134,400

0 .0 0

140,150

0 .0 0

5 ,7 5 0

12.00

6 6 5 ,9 2 9

14.00

706,168

2 .0 0

4 0 ,2 3 9

Professional
Qassified

Total
COLLEGE SENATE
Professional

0 .0 0

6 ,6 0 0

0.00

6,6 0 0

0 .0 0

0

Qassified .

1.00

2 6 ,3 7 9

1.00

31,267

0 .0 0

4 ,8 8 8

Wages

0 .0 0

3,500

0.00

3,500

0 .0 0

0

Fringe

0 .0 0

11,101

0.0 0

8,751

0 .0 0

-2 ,3 5 0

Operating

0 .0 0

7,100

0.00

7,600

0 .0 0

500

1.00

54,680

1.00

57,718

0 .0 0

3 ,0 3 8

Professional

5 .00

2 1 3 ,9 2 7

7.00

415,705

2.00

2 0 1 ,7 7 8

Classified

4.00

1 18,181

4.00

132,708

0.0 0

14,527

Total
HUMAN RESOURCES

Wages

0.0 0

4,0 0 0

0.00

4,000

0.0 0

0

Fringe

0 .0 0

94,542

0.00

133,762

0.00

3 9 ,2 2 0

Operating

0 .0 0

31 ,4 0 0

0.00

36,900

0.00

5,500

9.00

4 6 2 ,0 5 0

11.00

723,075

2.00

2 6 1 ,0 2 5

Total

R e p ro d u c e d w hh p erm issio n o „ h e copyright ow ner. F u rth e r reproduotion prohiblied w hhou, p en n issio n .
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2000-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

s

Difference

$

FTE

$

8 6 ,8 5 9

INFORMATION SERVICES
Professional

1.00

5 3 ,2 5 2

2 .0 0

140,111

1.00

Qassified

1.00

29,461

1.00

33,421

0 .0 0

3 ,9 6 0

Wages

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

6 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

6 ,5 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

2 6 ,8 8 5

0 .0 0

42,4 5 8

0 .0 0

1 5 ,5 7 3

Operating

0 .0 0

4 2 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

17,000

0 .0 0

- 2 5 ,0 0 0

2 .0 0

151,598

3 .00

239 ,4 9 0

1.00

8 7 ,8 9 2

Total
INSTIT’L PLANNING/RESEARCH
Professional

2 .0 0

108,267

2 .0 0

120,41 1

0 .0 0

1 2 ,1 4 4

Wages

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

2 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

2 ,5 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

2 2 ,7 4 5

0 .0 0

23,891

0 .0 0

1 ,1 4 6

Operating

0 .0 0

3 ,2 5 0

0 .0 0

4 ,2 5 0

0 .0 0

1 ,0 0 0

2 .0 0

134,262

2.0 0

151,052

0 .0 0

1 6 ,7 9 0

Professional

1.75

1 59,1 62

0 .0 0

0

•1.75

-1 5 9 ,1 6 2

Fringe

0 .0 0

3 5 ,8 8 4

0.0 0

0

0 .0 0

- 3 5 ,8 8 4

Operating

0 .0 0

3 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

-3 ,0 0 0

1.75

198,046

0 .0 0

0

-1.75

■ 1 9 8 ,0 4 6

Total
DEVELOPMENT 6Z FOUNDATION

Total
COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Professional

0 .0 0

0

1.80

8 3,135

1.30

8 3 ,1 3 5

Fringe

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

18,380

0 .0 0

1 8 ,3 8 0

Operating

0 .0 0

0

0.00

2 ,0 0 0

0 .00

2 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

0

1.80

103,515

1.80

1 0 3 ,5 1 5

1.00

4 8 ,6 9 7

2.00

95,986

1.00

4 7 ,2 8 9

Classified

7 .0 0

2 6 6 ,6 1 6

6.00

246,712

-1.00

-1 9 ,9 0 4

Wages

0 .0 0

11,200

0.00

20,8 00

0.00

9 ,6 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

82,11 1

0.00

83,763

Operating

0 .0 0

6,9 0 0

0.00

7,900

0.00
0.00

1 ,0 0 0

8.00

4 1 5 ,5 2 4

8.00

455,161

0.00

3 9 ,6 3 7

Total
PRINTING SERVICES
Professional

Total

Reproduced whh permission o, ,he copyrigh. owner. Further reproduction prohibited whhout permissioh.
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Community College of Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 0 0 -0 ] Operating Budget, 2001-02 Operating Budget
2000 - 0 ]

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

$

Difference

$

FTE

$

CLASSIFIED COUNCIL
Operating
Total

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

50 0

0 .0 0

500

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

500

0 .0 0

500

INSTITUTION RELATIONS
Professional

0 .0 0

0

4 .0 0

2 2 8 ,7 0 5

4 .0 0

2 2 8 ,7 0 5

Fringe

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

4 6 ,1 3 0

0 .0 0

4 6 ,1 3 0

Operating

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

1,000

0 .0 0

1 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

0

4 .0 0

2 7 5 ,8 3 5

4 .0 0

2 7 5 ,8 3 5

6 8 ,0 6 8

Total
MAIL ROOM SERVICES
Qassified

3 .0 0

77,604

5 .0 0

145,672

2 .0 0

Wages

0 .0 0

6 ,7 2 0

0 .0 0

1 0,0 0 0

0 .0 0

3 ,2 8 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

23,693

0 .0 0

40,781

0 .0 0

1 7 ,0 8 8

Operating

0 .0 0

24,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 6 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 ,0 0 0

3.0 0

132,017

5.0 0

2 2 2 ,4 5 3

2 .0 0

9 0 ,4 3 6

Professional

0 .0 0

0

1.00

3 1 ,2 0 0

1.00

3 1 ,2 0 0

Qassified

4 .0 0

106,384

4.0 0

102,925

0 .0 0

-3 ,4 5 9

Wages

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

6 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

6 ,5 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

34,641

0 .0 0

4 2 ,0 8 3

0 .0 0

7 ,4 4 2

Operating

0.00

0

0 .0 0

9 ,9 0 0

0.00

9 ,9 0 0

4.0 0

141,025

5.00

192,608

1.00

5 1 ,5 8 3

Professional

0.5 0

26,896

0 .5 0

3 1 ,5 0 0

Fringe

0.00
0.00

8,176

4 ,1 1 4

■4,062

403,500

0.00
0.00

6 4 5 ,0 0 0

0.00
0.00
0.00

2 4 1 ,5 0 0

0.5 0

438,572

0 .50

6 8 0 ,6 1 4

0.00

2 4 2 ,0 4 2

0.00

220,000

0.00

2 6 5 ,0 0 0

0.00

4 5 ,0 0 0

0.00

220,000

0.00

2 6 5 ,0 0 0

0.00

4 5 ,0 0 0

Total
RECEIVING K DELIVERY

Total
CAMPUS SECURITY

Operating
Total

4 ,6 0 4

FID H LIAB INS
Operating
Total

Reproduœd w«h permission of ,he oopyrigm owner. Further repr.duo.ion prohibhed withou, permission.
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2000-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

$

Difference

$

FTE

$

INSTIT MEMBERSHIPS
Operating
Total

0.00

2 2 ,4 2 9

0 .0 0

20,000

0 .0 0

■ 2 ,4 2 9

0.00

2 2 ,4 2 9

0 .0 0

20,0 0 0

0 .0 0

■ 2 ,4 2 9

F/A AUXILIARY SVCS
Professional

0.00

0

2 .0 0

119,784

2 .0 0

1 1 9 ,7 8 4

Qassified

0.00

0

1.0 0

2 1 ,6 6 7

1.00

2 1 ,6 6 7

Fringe

0.00

0

31,061

0 .0 0

3 1 ,0 6 1

Operating

0.00

0

0.00
0.00

1,750

0 .0 0

1 ,7 5 0

0,00

0

3 .0 0

174,262

3 .0 0

1 7 4 ,2 6 2

0.0 0

9 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

100,000

0 .0 0

5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

9 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

100,000

0 .0 0

5 ,0 0 0

0.0 0

522,931

0 .0 0

495 ,5 0 9

0 .0 0

-2 7 ,4 2 2

0.0 0

522,931

0 .0 0

4 9 5 ,5 0 9

0 .0 0

- 2 7 ,4 2 2

Classified

2.00

4 4 ,7 0 0

2 .0 0

45,462

0 .0 0

762

Fringe

0.0 0

16,620

0 .0 0

14,581

0 .0 0

■2,039

2.00

6 1 ,3 2 0

2 .0 0

60,043

0 .0 0

■1,277

Classified

1.51

38,738

1.51

41,734

0.00

2 ,9 9 6

Fringe

0.00

16,479

0 .0 0

14,617

0.00

■1,862

1.51

5 5 ,2 1 7

1.51

56,351

0 .0 0

1, 134

2.00

55,603

2 .0 0

60,2 3 0

0 .00

4 ,6 2 7

Total
POSTAGE
Operating
Total
ST PRSNL DIV a SSMT
Operating
Total
CHEYENNE CAMPUS

Total
WEST CHARLESTON CAMPUS

Total
HENDERSON CAMPUS
Classified
Wages

0.00

5,250

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

■5,250

Fringe

0.00

18,836

0 .0 0

19,030

0 .0 0

194

2.00

79,689

2 .0 0

79,260

0.00

-429

Total

R e p ro d u c e d w «h p erm issio n o , ,h e c o p y d g h . ow ner. F u rth e r reproduoilon prohibited w hhou.
perm ission.
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 00-0 1 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

$

Difference

S

FTE

$

VICE PRESIDENT FINANCE SC ADMIN
Professional

4.0 0

2 8 8 ,4 9 5

2.00

192,100

-2.00

- 9 6 ,3 9 5

Fringe

0 .0 0

5 3 ,8 8 8

0.00

31,6 0 6

0 .0 0

- 2 2 ,2 8 2

Operating

0 .0 0

4 7 ,4 0 0

0.00

17,000

0 .0 0

- 3 0 ,4 0 0

O-S Travel

0 .0 0

15,000

0.0 0

10,000

0 .0 0

- 5 ,0 0 0

4 .0 0

4 0 4 ,7 8 3

2.00

2 5 0 ,7 0 6

-2.00

- 1 5 4 ,0 7 7

Professional

2 .0 0

115 ,3 4 4

4.00

2 1 0 ,0 4 4

2 .0 0

9 4 ,7 0 0

Qassified

1.00

2 4 ,9 9 2

1.00

3 0,3 8 2

0 .0 0

5 ,3 9 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

3 1 ,6 9 0

0.00

5 9 ,2 7 6

0 .0 0

2 7 ,5 8 6

Operating

0 .0 0

6 ,6 0 0

0.00

12,000

0 .0 0

5 ,4 0 0

3.00

178,626

5.00

3 11,702

2 .0 0

1 3 3 ,0 7 6

Total
BUDGET SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Total
INFORMATION SYSTEMS
Professional

0.0 0

0

1.00

6 6 ,5 7 9

1.00

6 6 ,5 7 9

Fringe

0.00

0

0.00

12,620

0 .0 0

1 2 ,6 2 0

Operating

0.0 0

0

0.00

5 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

.5 ,5 0 0

0.00

0

1.00

8 4,6 9 9

1.00

8 4 ,6 9 9

Total
TOTAL INSTIT'L SUPPORT
Professional

23.25

1,472,457

37.30

2 ,3 2 2 ,2 4 9

14.05

8 4 9 ,7 9 2

Classified

42.51

1,262,885

48.51

1,493,184

6 .0 0

2 3 0 ,2 9 9

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

4 0 ,6 7 0

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

53,800

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Wages
Fringe
Operating
O-S Travel
Total

65.76

7 09 ,6 7 5
1,618,660
2 3 ,2 5 0
5 ,1 2 7 ,7 9 7

85.81

906,868
1,872,359
19,000
6 ,6 6 7 ,4 6 0

20.05

R e p ro d u c e d w hh p em rissio n o , ,P e c o p ,rig h t ow ner. F u rth e r re p ro d u C o n prohibited w «hout perm ission.
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Community College of Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 00-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

S

Difference
FTE

$

$

O SC M OF PLANT
SUPERVISION-O/M
Professional

n .s o

6 7 2 ,3 1 2

B.OO

4 7 3 ,7 2 6

■3.50

- 1 9 8 ,5 8 6

Qassified

10.00

2 5 4 ,0 3 5

5.00

163,904

-5.00

-9 0 ,1 3 1

Wages

0.0 0

8 5,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

- 8 3 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0 .00

2 3 7 ,9 9 5

0.0 0

157,009

0 .0 0

-8 0 ,9 8 6

Operating

0.00

3 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

6 0 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 5 ,0 0 0

O-S Travel

0.00

5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

-5 ,0 0 0

21 .5 0

1,2 8 9 ,3 4 2

13.00

8 5 6 ,6 3 9

-8 .5 0

-4 3 2 ,7 0 3

Professional

0.5 0

2 6 ,2 4 0

0 .5 0

3 1 ,5 0 0

0 .0 0

5 ,2 6 0

Fringe
Operating

0 .0 0

8,0 3 0

0 .0 0

4,1 14

0 .0 0

-3 ,9 1 6

0 .0 0

11,750

0 .0 0

1 1,500

0 .0 0

-2 5 0

0.50

46 ,0 2 0

0.5 0

47,1 14

0 .0 0

1 ,0 9 4

0.00

0

0 .0 0

5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

5 ,0 0 0

0.0 0

0

0.00

5,0 0 0

0 .0 0

5 ,0 0 0

1 2 6 ,6 7 4

Total
HAZARDOUS WASTE-OM

Total
VP OSCM
Operating
Total
)A NIT0RIA L-0/M

62.47

1,524,599

6 4 .5 9

1,651,273

2 .1 2

Fringe

0 .0 0

507,671

0.00

5 2 3 ,3 2 5

0 .0 0

15,654

Operating

0 .0 0

132,600

0.00

162,500

0 .0 0

2 9 ,9 0 0

62.47

2 ,1 6 4 ,8 7 0

64 .5 9

2 ,3 3 7 ,0 9 8

2.1 2

17 2 ,2 2 8

20.0 0

517,656

17.00

4 5 9 ,5 4 5

-3.00

-58,1 1 1

Classified

Total
GRNDS K MAINT-O/M
Classified
Fringe

0 .0 0

168,873

0.0 0

150,923

0 .0 0

-1 7 ,9 5 0

Operating

0.0 0

103,000

0.00

139,500

0 .0 0

3 6 ,5 0 0

20.0 0

789,529

17.00

749 ,9 6 8

■3.00

-39,561

Total

R e p ro d u c e d with p erm ission of .h e oo p y d g h , ow ner. F u rth e r reproduction prohihhed w ithout perm ission.
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
2 0 00-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

$

Difference

$

FTE

$

6 4 ,2 0 0
1 6 3 ,0 0 0
2 2 7 ,7 0 6

RPRS K IMPRVMT-O/M
Classified
Fringe
Operating
Total

3 2 .0 0

M 74,011

3 3 .0 0

1,238,211

0.00
0.00

3 3 6 ,0 1 9

3 3 6 ,5 2 5

3 1 2 ,0 0 0

0.00
0.00

4 7 5 ,0 0 0

1.00
0.00
0.00

32 .0 0

1 ,822 ,0 3 0

3 3 .0 0

2 ,0 4 9 ,7 3 6

1.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0
0
0
0

2.00

1 5 0 ,3 0 7

2.00

1 5 0 ,3 0 7

7 .0 0

2 6 6 ,8 2 9

7 .0 0

2 6 6 ,8 2 9

20,000
3 5 ,0 0 0

0.00
0.00
o.'oo

9 6 ,1 6 7

0

0.00
0.00
0.00

3 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

0

9 .0 0

568 ,3 0 3

9 .0 0

5 6 8 ,3 0 3

0.00

2 ,2 5 6 ,3 4 3

0 .0 0

2 ,8 5 0 ,0 0 0

0.00

5 9 3 ,6 5 7

0 .0 0

2 ,2 5 6 ,3 4 3

0 .0 0

2 ,8 5 0 ,0 0 0

0.00

5 9 3 ,6 5 7

0 .0 0

0

OOO

8 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

8,000

0 .0 0

0

OOO

8 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

8,000

0 .0 0

40 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

6 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

4 0 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

6 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

2 5 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

100,000

0 .00

103,000

0 .0 0

3 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

100,000

0 .0 0

103,000

0 .0 0

3 ,0 0 0

506

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
Professional
Qassified
Wages
Fringe
Operating
Total

9 6 ,1 6 7

20,000

SERVICES-O/M
Operating
Total
PHYSICAL PLANT
Operating
Total
PROPERTY RENTAL
Operating
Total
PROPERTY INSURANCE
Operating
Total

R ep ro d u c e d with p erm issio n of th e copyright

owner. F urth er reproduction prohibited w ithout

perm ission.
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Community College o f Southern Nevada

Resource Allocation Comparision
20 0 0 -0 1 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget

Operating Budget

FTE

FTE

s

Difference
FTE

$

$

TOTAL O a M OF PLANT
Professional
Classified

12.00

6 9 8 ,5 5 2

10.50

6 5 5 ,5 3 3

-1 .5 0

- 4 3 ,0 1 9

124.47

3,470,301

126.59

3 ,7 7 9 ,7 6 2

2 .1 2

309,461

Wages

0 .0 0

8 5 ,0 0 0

0 .00

2 2 ,0 0 0

0 .0 0

- 6 3 ,0 0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

1,258,588

0.0 0

1,268,063

0 .0 0

Operating

0 .0 0

2 ,9 9 0 ,6 9 3

0 .0 0

3,914,500

0.00

9,475
923,807

O-S Travel

0 .0 0

5 ,0 0 0

0.0 0

0

0 .0 0

-5,000

136.47

3 ,5 0 8 ,1 3 4

137.09

9 ,6 3 9 ,8 5 8

0 .6 2

1 ,1 3 1 ,7 2 4

Total
SCHOLARSHIPS
SCHOLARSHIPS
Wages

0 .0 0

1 17,000

0 .0 0

0

0 .0 0

Fringe

0 .0 0

6,4 3 5

0.0 0

0

0 .0 0

-1 17,000
-6,435

Operating

0 .0 0

4 6 4 ,8 9 5

0.00

5 8 8 ,3 3 0

0 .0 0

1 2 3 ,4 3 5

0.00

5 8 8 ,3 3 0

0.00

588 ,3 3 0

0 .0 0

0

-1 1 7 ,0 0 0

Total
t o t a l s c h o l a r s h ip s

Wages

0 .00

1 17,000

0.00

0

0 .0 0

Fringe

0 .00

6,435

0 .00

0

0 .0 0

-6 ,4 3 5

Operating

0.0 0

4 64 ,8 9 5

0.00

5 8 8 ,3 3 0

0 .0 0

1 2 3 ,4 3 5

0.0 0

588 ,3 3 0

0.00

5 88 ,3 3 0

0 .0 0

0

Total
R ESER V ES
R ESERVES

P rofessional

0.00

0

0.00

-534,348

0.00

-5 3 4 ,3 4 8

Classified

0.00

0

0.00

-280,901

0.00

-2 8 0 ,9 0 1

Fringe

0.00

0

0.00

-178,809

0.00

-1 7 8 ,8 0 9

0.00

-994,058

0 .0 0

-9 9 4 ,0 5 8

T o tal

0.00

T O T A L RESERVES
P rofessional

0.00

0

0.00

■534,348

0 .0 0

-5 3 4 ,3 4 8

Classified

0.00

0

0.00

■280,901

0 .0 0

-2 8 0,901

F ringe

0.00

0

0.00

■

178,809

0 .0 0

-1 7 8 ,8 0 9

0.00

■994,058

0.00

-994,058

T otal

0.00
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Community College of Southern Nevada
Resource Allocation Comparision
2000-01 Operating Budget, 2 0 0 1 -0 2 Operating Budget
2000-01

2001-02

Operating Budget
FTE

$

Operating Budget
FTE

$

Difference
FTE

$

TOTAL C C S N
Professional
Teaching Assistant
Qassified
Wages

887.15

3 4 ,8 7 3 ,5 7 3

9 4 0 .7 9

37,9 8 0 ,4 7 4

5 3 .6 4

0 .0 0

714,511

0 .0 0

893,242

0 .0 0

178,731

37 4 .9 4

10,200,393

3 9 2 .3 0

11,661,567

17.36

1 ,4 6 1 ,1 7 4

0 .0 0

775 ,7 0 5

0 .0 0

949 ,3 0 6

0 .0 0

1 73,601

3 ,1 0 6 ,9 0 1

Fringe

0 .0 0

10,320,959

0 .0 0

10,724,192

0 .0 0

4 0 3 ,2 3 3

Operating

0 .0 0

9 ,3 8 6 ,6 6 6

0 .0 0

11,643,490

0 .0 0

2 ,2 5 6 ,8 2 4

O-S Travel

0 .0 0

7 3 ,2 5 0

0 .0 0

54,0 0 0

0 .0 0

-1 9 ,2 5 0

1,262.09

6 6 ,3 4 5 ,0 5 7

1,333.09

73,906,271

71.00

7 ,5 6 1 ,2 1 4

Total
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